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Abstract 
Approximately 30% of Florida’s college system (FCS) students are enrolled in distance 
learning courses (FLDOE, 2015).  As FCS institutions continue to grow their online programs to 
meet demand, a lack of support from, and consensus among administrator and faculty 
stakeholders could undermine institutional efforts to sustain growth and quality standards in 
these programs. The purpose of this quantitative study was to examine administrator and faculty 
perceptions of institutional support for online education in Florida’s College System.  
Differences in perceptions between these groups were also investigated.  Additionally, this study 
explored if perceptions differed based on role and level of experience with online education.   
For this study, Administrators were operationally defined as administrators of online 
education and instructional technology staff, and Faculty were operationally defined as full-time 
and adjunct faculty.  The sample included 25 Administrators, 25 Instructional Technology Staff, 
131 Full Time Faculty, and 92 Adjunct Faculty. A total of 273 administrators and faculty 
employed in the Florida College System consented to participate in the study.    
To confirm the latent constructs underlying the survey questions, a factor analysis was 
conducted.  Six scales were identified: Faculty Teaching and Technology Support (FTTS), 
Student Readiness for Online Learning (SROL), Institutional Commitment to Online Learning 
(ICOL), Student Services and Technology Infrastructure (SSTI), Online Learning Access and 
Administration (OLAA), and Online Learning Evaluation and Assessment (OLEA).  A survey 
consisting of a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 1 to 4 where 1= Strongly Disagree, 2 = 
 viii 
Disagree, 3 = Agree, and 4 = Strongly Agree, was used to measure perceptions of institutional 
support for online education.     
Findings from this study indicate that in the areas of Faculty Teaching and Technology 
Support (FTTS), Student Services and Technology Infrastructure (SSTI), and Online Learning 
Access and Administration (OLAA), administrators, instructional technology staff, full time 
faculty, and adjunct faculty agreed that their institutions were providing the necessary 
institutional support for online education.  However, in the areas of Student Readiness for Online 
Learning (SROL), Institutional Commitment to Online Learning (ICOL), and Online Learning 
Evaluation and Assessment (OLEA), these institutional stakeholders differed in their views 
regarding institutional support for online education. 
As it relates to Student Readiness for Online Learning (SROL), administrators (M = 2.32, 
SD = 0.72), instructional technology staff (M = 2.23, SD = 0.69), and full time faculty (M = 2.33, 
SD = 0.79) all agree that institutions need to do more to address students’ readiness for online 
learning, while adjunct faculty (M = 2.80, SD = 0.82) perceive that institutions are providing the 
necessary support in this area. This finding signals a call for action in two areas.  First, because 
institutional stakeholders agree this is an area of concern, institutions need to do more to address 
student readiness for online learning.  Second, institutions need to ensure that adjunct faculty are 
aware of the technology preparedness screening that is available, or not available, to students 
enrolled in online courses and programs.   
In the area of Institutional Commitment to Online Learning (ICOL), administrators (M = 
2.76, SD = 0.64), instructional technology staff (M = 2.66, SD = 0.85), and full time faculty (M = 
2.88, SD = 0.63), perceive a need for more institutional commitment to online education, while 
adjunct faculty (M = 3.17, SD = 0.59) perceive that institutions are sufficiently demonstrating 
 ix 
their commitment to online education.  Differences in perceptions in this area signal that 
institutions need to gather information from these stakeholders in order to work towards  
consensus related to institutional commitment to online education.   
As it relates to Online Learning Evaluation and Assessment (OLEA), administrators (M = 
2.87, SD = 0.79), instructional technology staff (M = 2.69, SD = 0.80), and full time faculty (M = 
2.85, SD = 0.76) perceive that institutions need to do more to address online learning evaluation 
and assessment while adjunct faculty (M = 3.18, SD = 0.61) perceive that institutions are 
providing appropriate support in this area.  Differences in perceptions in this area also signal that 
institutions need to gather information from these stakeholders to work towards consensus 
related to online learning evaluation and assessment.   
It is imperative that institutions in the Florida College System address issues that 
negatively impact student success in distance education.  Findings from this study indicate that to 
enhance the quality of online education, and positively impact online retention efforts, FCS 
institutions should endeavor to gain support and solicit consensus from administrator and faculty 
stakeholders regarding efforts to sustain and grow their online programs.    
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Chapter One: Introduction to the Problem 
Online education challenges the traditions of pedagogy in higher education.  For many 
years, the primary method of passing knowledge from one generation to the next has been face-
to-face instruction; however, within the past decade, market demand and advancements in 
technology have led to tremendous growth of online programs in both public and private colleges 
and universities (Allen & Seaman, 2015; Chaney, Chaney & Eddy, 2010; Li & Irby, 2008; 
Rovai, 2010).   
The introduction of online education presents a number of complications for public 
higher education institutions, but two essential concerns are establishing appropriate 
organizational infrastructure and maintaining stakeholder support.  The current organizational 
models of many higher education institutions are not designed to easily accommodate the rapid 
response and fluidity needed to implement and support quality online learning (Green & Wagner, 
2011; Hillman & Corkery, 2010).  This is especially true for community colleges that have 
traditionally offered their programs face-to-face.  In addition, while many institutions have 
implemented online programs, stakeholder support for online education is threatened by 
challenges such as reluctance of faculty to engage in online learning and concerns regarding 
student attrition in online courses (Allen & Seaman, 2014; Johnson & Berge, 2012).  As the 
demand for online learning continues, community colleges must ensure that there is support from 
and consensus among administrator and faculty stakeholders regarding the organizational 
infrastructure needed to sustain growth and quality standards in their online programs.   
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Growth of Online Education 
 
The continued demand for online education is documented in over 10 years of research 
conducted by Allen and Seaman.  Since fall 2002, Allen and Seaman have collected data on 
online enrollment trends.  A review of this data illustrates an upward trajectory in student 
enrollment in online courses.  For example, in fall 2002, 1.6 million students were enrolled in at 
least one online course, and by fall 2012 that number increased to 7.1 million (Allen & Seaman, 
2014).   
Although these numbers are impressive, there are additional items of note.  For instance, 
the annual growth rate for online enrollment peaked in 2009 at 21.1% with 5.5 million students 
enrolled in at least one online course.  During that same year, 66% of higher education 
institutions reported an increase in demand for new distance learning options, while 73% 
reported increases in demand for current or existing online courses (Allen & Seaman, 2010).  
The following year, in the fall 2010 term, 6.1 million students were enrolled in at least one online 
course, representing an increase of approximately 10% over the same period in 2009 (Allen & 
Seaman, 2011).  In fall 2011, the growth rate of online enrollments was 9.3%. This continued 
decline in enrollments may signal a plateau is imminent; however, the 9.3% growth rate of 
online enrollments in fall 2011 surpassed the growth rate of overall higher education 
enrollments, which was less than 1% (Allen & Seaman, 2011).  In fall 2012, the annual growth 
rate of online enrollments continued to slow – being only 6.1% - but it remained ahead of the 
overall higher education annual growth rate, which was 1.2% (Allen & Seaman, 2014).   
In fall 2013, 3.7% of students were taking at least one course online (Allen & Seaman, 
2015).  This current data indicates that the trend of declining enrollments in online learning has 
persisted, but as illustrated in Chart 1, the growth rate for online enrollments continued to 
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outpace the annual growth rate of higher education, which in 2013 remained at 1.2%.  These 
numbers affirm the continued demand for online education. 
 
Figure 1: Growth Rate Online Enrollment as Compared to Total Enrollment 
Online Education in Community Colleges and the Florida College System   
As the demand for online learning continues to grow, community colleges are increasing 
their online learning offerings (Allen & Seaman, 2015; Johnson & Berge, 2012).  Per the most 
recent Allen and Seaman data, two-year higher education institutions offer online courses at very 
high rates and account for more than half of all online students in the United States (Allen & 
Seaman, 2015).  For community colleges, this growth in online education is accompanied by 
challenges that are similar to those faced by four-year public institutions and include high 
attrition rates in online courses as well as continued reluctance of faculty to engage in online 
learning (Johnson & Berge, 2012).   
Distance learning in the Florida College System (FCS) provides students with affordable, 
flexible access to higher education opportunities (FLDOE, 2016). These options are particularly 
-5% 0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%
Fall 2009
Fall 2010
Fall 2011
Fall 2012
Fall 2013
Online Enrollment Total Enrollment
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important for FCS students who must balance work and family commitments while trying to 
complete their education (FDLOE, 2016).  The average enrollment of FCS students in distance 
learning courses for the five years 2009-2014 was 282,816 (FLDOE, 2016).  The overall 
headcount of students enrolled in the FCS is approximately 900,000 (FDLOE, 2015), this means 
that about 30% of FCS students took distance learning courses during that time period.  Student 
success rates (defined as “obtaining a grade of C or better”) of FCS distance learning courses for 
the five years 2009-2014 lagged behind those of traditional courses by one or two percentage 
points (FLDOE, 2016).  With such a large number of students enrolled in distance learning 
courses and programs, it is especially important for FCS institutions to address concerns that 
negatively impact student success in distance education.   
Quality Concerns and Online Education Regulation 
Quality assurance and accountability for higher education’s face-to-face programs are 
managed by regional accreditors and other discipline-specific accrediting organizations 
(Mariasingam & Hanna, 2006; Scull, Kendrick, Shearer & Offerman, 2011; Shelton, 2011).  In 
the mid-2000’s the expansion of online learning by many state institutions placed pressure on 
these agencies to determine how quality assurance and accountability for online programs would 
be addressed; and within the past fifteen years, several accrediting bodies and policy agencies 
have identified best practices, guidelines and/or quality standards for online education (Keil & 
Brown, 2014; Pisel, 2008; Scull et al., 2011; Shelton, 2011).   Several of these associations and 
agencies are: The Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS), The Online Learning 
Consortium (OLC) formerly the Sloan Consortium (Sloan-C), The Southern Regional Education 
Board (SREB), The Institute for Higher Education Policy (IHEP), The Middle States 
Commission on Higher Education (MSCHE), and the United States Distance Learning 
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Association (USDLA).  The best practices, guidelines and/or quality standards of these six 
agencies are discussed in Chapter Two.   
Problem Statement 
Approximately 30% of Florida’s college system (FCS) students are enrolled in distance 
learning courses (FLDOE, 2015).  As FCS institutions continue to grow their online programs to 
meet demand, a lack of support from, and consensus among administrator and faculty 
stakeholders could undermine institutional efforts to sustain growth and quality standards in 
these programs. While serving in several administrative roles, I witnessed the negative impact to 
online learning implementation when institutions did not seek or consider feedback from 
administrators and faculty. 
Personal Perspective 
As an administrator of student services, during the rapid expansion of online delivery at 
one institution, I observed the reluctance of faculty and frustrations of administrative leaders as 
they responded to institutional changes introduced to deliver online courses. I also noted the 
differing views of each of these groups towards the institutional approach adopted for online 
education.  I currently serve as an academic administrator at a Florida state college where the 
programs are primarily offered face-to-face. Online learning is gradually being introduced, and 
efforts are being made to develop consensus between administration and faculty as the 
institutional infrastructure is evolving.     
When comparing my experiences, I realized that, although online education has been an 
option in higher education for over a decade, institutional challenges such as attaining consensus 
among institutional stakeholders to support online learning initiatives and fully institutionalizing 
online programs persist.  These experiences have directed my interest in examining how 
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administrator and faculty stakeholders perceive institutional support for online education in 
Florida’s College System. 
Purpose of the Study  
The purpose of this study is to examine the perceptions of administrators and faculty to 
institutional support for online education in Florida’s College System.  Differences in 
perceptions between these groups is also investigated.  Additionally, this study explored if 
perceptions differed based on role and level of experience with online education. 
Significance of the Study    
Previous studies have: identified indicators to be used to evaluate the quality of online 
programs (Hirner, 2008; Shelton, 2010); examined institutional efforts to overcome barriers 
faced by faculty teaching online courses (Orr, Williams & Pennington, 2009); and identified if 
differences exist in distance education faculty support, programs, practices and policies in 
Florida’s state and community colleges (Shermis, 2009).  This study contributes to the body of 
research by examining how administrator and faculty stakeholders perceive institutional support 
for online education in Florida’s College System. The research questions which will guide this 
study follow. 
Research Questions          
Research Question One (RQ1): What are administrators’ perceptions of institutional 
support for online education in Florida’s College System? 
Research Question Two (RQ2): What are faculty perceptions of institutional support for 
online education in Florida’s College System? 
Research Question Three (RQ3): How do perceptions of institutional support for online 
education differ between administrators and faculty in Florida’s College System? 
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Research Question Four (RQ4): How do perceptions of institutional support for online 
education differ between administrators and faculty in relation to their level of experience with 
online education? 
Definition of Terms          
For clarification, definitions of several important terms used throughout this study are provided:  
Administrator – is operationally defined for this study as a category of personnel 
consisting of administrators of online education and instructional technology staff. 
Community College – refers to institutions at which the highest-level degree awarded is 
an associate degree (Carnegie Classification, 2015). 
Distance Education – refers to self- or instructor-guided programs and courses offered 
synchronously and/or asynchronously and hosted via a learning management system or 
other technology platform (SACS, 2000). 
Electronically Offered – refers to instructor-guided programs and courses offered 
synchronously and/or asynchronously and hosted in a learning management system 
(SACS, 2000). 
Faculty – is operationally defined for this study as a personnel category that includes both 
full-time and adjunct faculty (Council of Business Affairs, 2014). 
Faculty Support – refers to the information and resources higher education institutions 
make available to faculty teaching in online programs or courses (OLC, 2015). 
Institutional Support – refers to the resources and administrative infrastructure higher 
education institutions dedicate to their online education programs (OLC, 2015; Shelton, 
2011). 
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Florida College System – refers to Florida’s 28 public colleges. These institutions are 
overseen by the State Board of Education and governed by local boards. The Chancellor 
of Florida Colleges is the chief executive officer of the system (FLDOE, 2015). 
Online Education – refers to courses or programs where 80% or more of the content is 
delivered online with typically no face-to-face-meetings (Allen & Seaman, 2014). 
Organizational Infrastructure/Framework – refers to institutional practices, faculty and 
student support systems that support an institution’s academic programs (Gaytan, 2009). 
Quality Indicators – are defined as functions or processes, identified by accrediting 
bodies, policy agencies, and/or experts in the field of online education, that 
support/enhance online education (Hirner, 2008). 
Stakeholders – are groups or individuals who can affect or are affected by the 
achievement of the organization’s objectives (Freeman, 1984, p. 46).  In this study, 
“stakeholders” refers to administrators and faculty. 
Standards of Quality – refers to characteristics used by accrediting bodies, policy 
agencies, and/or experts in the field of online education to identify elements of quality in 
online programs (Shelton, 2011). 
State College – refers to institutions that award both associate and bachelor’s degrees, but 
the majority of degrees awarded are at the associate level (Carnegie Classification, 2015). 
Student Support – refers to the information and resources that higher education 
institutions provide to students enrolled or seeking to enroll in online programs or courses 
(OLC, 2015). 
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Limitations/Delimitations of the Study                            
Some limitations of the study are that the survey instrument used to assess institutional 
support was developed from online education best practices and policy guidelines.  While best 
practices and policies are agreed upon by most stakeholders, measurable processes that 
effectively illustrate institutional support for online education are still evolving.  Another 
limitation is the sample consists of administrators and faculty.  Study results may differ based on 
inclusion of a more diverse stakeholder base.  A delimitation of the study is a focus on Florida’s 
state and community colleges.  
Summary Chapter One 
In the overview of post-secondary online education provided in this chapter, several 
issues were introduced.  These include: continued demand for online education, unique concerns 
of students in community colleges and the Florida College System, quality concerns related to 
online education, the infrastructure challenge created by the introduction of online education, and 
the need for support from and consensus among institutional stakeholders regarding the 
organizational infrastructure needed to sustain growth in online programs.  Similar to face-to-
face programs, overall institutional guidelines and structures are needed to develop and sustain 
quality online programs.  The current study will examine the perceptions of administrator and 
faculty stakeholders to institutional support for online education in Florida’s College System.  
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Chapter Two: Review of Related Literature 
Distance Learning Discourse 
Chapter One provided a general overview of the landscape of post-secondary online 
education and introduced crucial issues, such as the infrastructure needed to support online 
education, continued demand for online education, and the need for stakeholder consensus when 
institutions address quality concerns related to online education.  Chapter Two builds upon these 
conversations by exploring the discourse of quality concerns in online education and highlighting 
important stakeholder concerns in these areas.   
Discussions regarding online education typically focus on program regulation, 
administration and management, faculty support, student support and technology support.  This 
literature review covers these areas within the context of institutional, faculty and administrator 
concerns related to online learning.  Please note, technology support is not covered in its own 
section as technology concerns are embedded across the discussion areas.  Table 1 illustrates the 
discussion areas and categories covered in this literature review.   
Table 1:  Organization of the Literature Review 
 
Theoretical Framework 
(Organizational Theory, Stakeholder Theory) 
ONLINE EDUCATION 
DISCUSSION AREAS 
INSTITUTIONAL AND STAKEHOLDER CONCERNS 
 Institutional Concerns Faculty Concerns Administrator Concerns 
Program Regulation X X X 
Administration & 
Management 
X X X 
Faculty Support X X X 
Student Support X X X 
Technology Support X X X 
 
 
 11 
Theoretical Framework 
Higher education institutions are organizations that play a central role in today’s world.  
As such it would be remiss to discuss the evolution of online education outside of the context of 
organizational theory.  The introduction of and continued demand for online education has 
forced higher education institutions to re-evaluate their organizational frameworks.  To 
understand the impact online education has had on higher education organizations, a discussion 
of Scott’s organizational theory follows.   
Organizations: Rational, Natural and Open Systems 
Organizations are complex.  To better understand these establishments, Scott (2003) 
defined organizations as three distinct types of systems.  The first definition is of organizations 
as rational systems in which goals are specific and the hierarchy is structured.  The second views 
organizations as natural systems in which the participants’ individual and common interests 
direct the organization’s path.  The organization mirrors the commonalities of its participants; 
consequently, in natural systems, the structure is informal (Scott, 2003).  The third definition of 
organizations is that of an open system in which the organization, its participants, and the 
external environment are interconnected.  In open systems, organizations shape and are shaped 
by both external and internal forces (Scott, 2003).  
Within the context of the preceding definitions, higher education institutions display 
organizational characteristics of an open system because they are expected to meet the needs of 
both internal and external constituents (Scott, 2003).  When online education is introduced into 
this system, the organization and its constituents must be aligned in their views regarding the 
changes needed to accommodate this new addition to the organization.  If consensus is not 
sought or achieved, the stability of the system and the success of online programs are both 
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threatened (Scott, 2003).  An important first step is to ensure that key stakeholders are prepared 
to support institutional goals related to online education. 
Stakeholder Theory  
Stakeholders are defined as groups or individuals who can affect or are affected by the 
achievement of the organization’s objectives (Freeman, 1984, p. 46).  As explained in the 
preceding section, higher education institutions are open systems organizations in which the 
organization, participants and external environment are interconnected (Scott, 2003).  The 
organization’s participants can be defined as stakeholders – or, more accurately, as internal 
stakeholders – based on stakeholder theory (Freeman, 1984).  Internal stakeholders are those 
who work from within the organization to achieve the organization’s external goals (Freeman, 
1984).  The main internal stakeholders in higher education institutions are administrators and 
faculty.  To ensure that quality online programs are developed and presented to the public 
(external constituents), administrators and faculty must be aligned in their views regarding how 
the institution will support online education.   
When administrators and faculty consider the institutional support needed for online 
education, they must be aware of accrediting body and/or policy agency guidelines related to 
online education.  A discussion of these guidelines follows.  
Online Program Regulation Guidelines/Best Practices 
Several accrediting bodies and policy agencies have identified best practices, guidelines, 
and/or quality standards for online education.  The following agencies were selected for 
discussion because the institutions participating in this study are either accredited by these bodies 
or follow these agencies’ guidelines in the administration of their online programs.  
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Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) 
The Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) is the agency responsible for 
accreditation of higher education institutions located in the southeastern United States. These 
states include Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, 
South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas and Virginia (SACS, 2014).  SACS’ mission is to improve the 
quality of education in its service region, to ensure that institutions are meeting higher education 
standards, and to serve the needs of society and students (SACS, 2014).  In an effort to expand 
their mission to address quality in online education, SACS endorsed its Best Practices for 
Electronically Offered Degree and Certificate Programs in 2000.  
SACS’ best practices are divided into five groups: Institutional Context and Commitment, 
Curriculum and Instruction, Faculty Support, Student Support, and Evaluation and Assessment.  
To align with the institutional support areas examined in this study, three of the five groups - 
Institutional Context and Commitment, Faculty Support and Student Support - are discussed. 
Table 2: SACS Institutional Context and Commitment summarizes the information 
regarding an institution’s commitment to supporting its online programs. In section 1a, 
institutions are encouraged to consider the alignment of the online program with the institutional 
mission. Section 1b confirms that, while it is understood that programs change over time, 
institutions must be aware of the types of changes that will require the commission’s review. 
Section 1c addresses the institution’s financial commitment to its online programs, while 
sections 1d, 1g, 1h, and 1i deal with the robust technical infrastructure and technical support 
needed to facilitate online education. Section 1e provides direction to institutions regarding the 
administration and management of their online programs. Section 1f addresses articulation and 
transfer policies, and section 1j deals with requirements related to legal and regulatory concerns.  
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Table 2: SACS Institutional Context and Commitment 
1 Institutional Context and Commitment 
a In its content, purposes, organization, and enrollment history, if applicable, the program is consistent with 
the institution’s role and mission. 
b It is recognized that a healthy institution’s purpose changes over time. The institution is aware of 
accreditation requirements and complies with them. Each accrediting commission has established definitions 
of what activities constitute a substantive change that will trigger prior review and approval processes. The 
appropriate accreditation commission should be notified and consulted whether an electronically-offered 
program represents a major change. The offering of distributed programs can affect the institution’s 
educational goals, intended student population, curriculum, modes or venue of instruction, and can thus have 
an impact on both the institution and its accreditation status. 
c The institution’s budgets and policy statements reflect its commitment to the students for whom its 
electronically-offered programs are designed. 
d The institution assures adequacy of technical and physical plan facilities including appropriate staffing and 
technical assistance, to support its electronically-offered programs. 
e The internal organizational structure which enables the development, coordination, support, and oversight of 
electronically-offered programs will vary from institution to institution and will include the capability to: 
• Facilitate the associated instructional and technical support relationship. 
• Provide (or draw upon) the required information technologies and related support services. 
• Develop and implement a marketing plan that takes into account the target student population, the 
technologies available, and the factors required to meet institutional goals. 
• Provide training and support to participating instructors and students. 
• Assure compliance with copyright law. 
• Contract for products and outsourced services. 
• Assess and assign priorities to potential future projects. 
• Assure that electronically-offered programs and courses meet institution-wide standards, both to provide 
consistent quality and to provide a coherent framework for students who may enroll in both 
electronically-offered and traditional on-campus courses. 
• Maintain appropriate academic oversight. 
• Maintain consistency with the institution’s academic planning and oversight functions to ensure 
congruence with the institution’s mission and allocation of required resources. 
• Assure the integrity of student work and faculty instruction. 
f In its articulation and transfer policies, the institution judges courses and programs on their learning 
outcomes, and the resources brought to bear for their achievement, not on modes of delivery. 
g The institution strives to assure a consistent and coherent technical framework for students and faculty. 
When a change in technologies is necessary, it is introduced in a way that minimizes the impact on students 
and faculty. 
h The institution provides students with reasonable technical support for each educational technology 
hardware, software, and delivery system required in a program. 
i The selection of technologies is based on appropriateness for the students and curriculum. It is recognized 
that availability, cost and other issues are often involved, but program documentation should include specific 
consideration between technology and program. 
j The institution seeks to understand the legal and regulatory requirements of the jurisdiction in which it 
operates, e.g., requirements for service to those with disabilities, copyright law, state and national 
requirements for institutions offering educational programs, international restrictions such as export of 
sensitive information or technologies, etc. 
Note: Adapted from Best Practices for Electronically Offered Degree and Certificate Programs (SACS, 2000). 
Copyright 2000 SACS. 
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As outlined in Table 3: SACS Faculty Support, the best practice guidelines inform 
institutions about the provisions needed to support faculty involved in online learning.  Section 
3a focuses on intellectual property concerns, faculty pay, workload, and evaluation.  Section 3b 
addresses support for instructional design of online courses. Section 3c recommends that 
individuals involved in program development be orientated to and trained in the technologies 
used in online learning, and section 3d recommends faculty training in the technologies and best 
practices for teaching online.    
Table 3: SACS Faculty Support 
3 Faculty Support 
a In the development of an electronically offered program, the institution and its participating faculty have 
considered issues of workload, compensation, ownership of intellectual property resulting from the program, 
and the implications of program participation for the faculty member’s professional evaluation processes. 
This mutual understanding is based on policies and agreements adopted by the parties. 
b The institution provides an ongoing program of appropriate technical, design, and production support for 
participating faculty members. 
c The institution provides to those responsible for program development the orientation and training to help 
them become proficient in the uses of the program’s technologies including potential changes in course 
design and management. 
d The institution provides to those responsible for working directly with students the orientation and training 
to help them become proficient in the uses of the technologies for these purposes, including strategies for 
effective interaction. 
Note: Adapted from Best Practices for Electronically Offered Degree and Certificate Programs (SACS, 2000). 
Copyright 2000 SACS. 
 
In Table 4: SACS Student Support, issues related to the support of online students are 
addressed.  Section 4a ensures that provisions are in place so that institutions do not discontinue 
online certificates or program that students are enrolled in. Section 4b includes recommended 
pre-admissions advising details that should be communicated to students, and section 4c deals 
with access to student services from a distance. Section 4d encourages institutions to address 
issues related to helping online students build communities and make connections to the 
institution. 
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Table 4: SACS Student Support 
4 Student Support 
a The institution has a commitment – administrative, financial, and technical – to continuation of the program 
for a period sufficient to enable all admitted students to complete a degree or certificate in a publicized 
timeframe. 
b Prior to admitting a student to the program, the institution: 
• Ascertains by a review of pertinent records.  
• Informs the prospective student concerning required access to technologies used in the program. 
• Informs the prospective student concerning technical competence required of students in the program. 
• Informs the prospective student concerning program costs, payment and refund policies. 
• Informs the prospective student concerning curriculum design and time frame in which courses are 
offered, and assists the student in understanding the nature of the learning objectives. 
• Informs the prospective student of library and other learning services available to support learning and 
the skills to access them. 
• Informs the prospective student concerning the full array of other support services available from the 
institution. 
• Informs the prospective student about arrangements for interaction with faculty and fellow students. 
• Assists the prospective student in understanding independent learning expectations as well as the nature 
and challenges of learning in the program’s technology-based environment. 
• Informs the prospective student about the estimated time for program completion. 
c The institution recognizes that appropriate services must be available for students of electronically-offered 
programs, using the working assumption that these students will not be physically present on campus. With 
variations for specific situations and programs, these services, which are possibly coordinated, include: 
• Accurate and timely information about the institution, its programs, courses, costs and related policies 
and requirements. 
• Pre-registration advising. 
• Application for admission. 
• Placement testing. 
• Enrollment registration in programs and courses. 
• Financial aid, including information about policies and limitations. 
• Secure payment arrangements. 
• Academic advising. 
• Timely intervention regarding student progress. 
• Tutoring. 
• Career counseling and placement. 
• Academic progress information (degree audits). 
• Library resources (information literacy training). 
• Bookstore services. 
• Technical support. 
• Referrals for student learning differences, physical challenges, personal counseling. 
• Access to grievance procedures. 
d The institution recognizes that a sense of community is important to the success of many students, and that 
an ongoing long-term relationship is beneficial to both student and institution. The design and administration 
of the program takes this factor into account, as appropriate, through such actions as encouraging study 
groups, providing student directories (with permission of those listed), including off-campus students in 
institutional publications and events, including these students in definitions of the academic community 
through such mechanisms as student government representation, invitations to campus events including 
graduation ceremonies and similar strategies of inclusion. 
Note: Adapted from Best Practices for Electronically Offered Degree and Certificate Programs (SACS, 2000). 
Copyright 2000 SACS. 
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 The Online Learning Consortium (OLC) formerly SLOAN-C 
The Online Learning Consortium (OLC) is considered by many in the higher education 
community to be the leading institutional and individual membership organization in the area of 
online learning (OLC, 2015).  OLC provides an array of services including professional 
development, instruction, best practice publications and guidance to educators, online learning 
professionals and organizations around the world (OLC, 2015).  A mainstay of OLC is their 
framework, the Five Pillars of Quality Online Education.  The intent of the framework is to help 
institutions identify quality goals in their online education programs and measure progress 
toward them (OLC, 2015).  
OLC’s framework contains the five pillars: Learning Effectiveness, Cost Effectiveness 
and Institutional Commitment, Access, Faculty Satisfaction, and Student Satisfaction. To align 
with the institution support areas examined in this study, only four pillars - Cost Effectiveness 
and Institutional Commitment, Access, Faculty Satisfaction, and Student Satisfaction - are 
discussed. 
As seen in Table 5: OLC Quality Framework Pillars Two and Three, the second pillar 
focuses on the establishment of financial revenue streams that demonstrate the institution’s 
commitment to building sustainable online learning programs. The technical infrastructure 
needed to support online programs is also discussed. Pillar Three is concerned with 
administrative mechanisms that support access to a wide audience of learners and a variety of 
online programs.   
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Table 5: OLC Quality Framework Pillars Two and Three 
 
 Goal Process/Practice Sample Metric Progress Indices 
Pillar 2:  
Cost Effectiveness 
& Institutional 
Commitment 
The provider 
continuously 
improves services 
while reducing 
costs. 
 
The provider 
demonstrates 
financial and 
technical 
commitment to its 
online programs. 
Tuition rates provide 
a fair return to the 
provider and best 
value to learners at 
the same time. 
Tuition rates are 
equivalent or less 
than on-campus 
tuition. 
Institutional and 
organizational 
stakeholders show 
support for 
participation in 
online education. 
 
Effective 
practices are 
identified and 
implemented. 
 
The provider 
sustains the 
program, expands 
and scales upward 
as desired, 
strengthens and 
disseminates its 
mission and core 
values through 
online education. 
Pillar 3:  
Access 
All learners who 
wish to learn online 
can access learning 
in a wide array of 
programs and 
courses 
Program entry 
processes inform 
learners of 
opportunities, and 
ensure that qualified, 
motivated learners 
have reliable access 
Integrated support 
services are 
available online to 
learners 
Administrative and 
technical 
infrastructure 
provides access to 
all prospective and 
enrolled learners 
Quality metrics for 
information 
dissemination; 
learning resources 
delivery; and 
tutoring services 
Qualitative 
indicators show 
continuous 
improvement in 
growth and 
effectiveness rates 
 
Source: The Sloan Consortium Quality Framework and the Five Pillars pp. 3-4 (Sloan, 2005). Copyright 2005 
Sloan-C. Used by permission. 
 
Table 6: OLC Quality Framework Pillars Four and Five outlines the next two pillars. 
Pillar Four details processes to encourage faculty participation in online education. Examples 
include governance, royalty sharing and training.  Pillar Five discusses the need for consistent 
and timely student/faculty interaction, clear learning objectives, and fair assessment of learning 
for students.   
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Table 6: OLC Quality Framework Pillars Four and Five 
 Goal Process/Practice Sample Metric Progress Indices 
Pillar 4:  
Faculty 
Satisfaction 
Faculty are pleased 
with teaching 
online, citing 
appreciation and 
happiness 
Process to ensure 
faculty participation 
in matters particular 
to online education 
(e.g. governance, 
intellectual 
property, and 
royalty sharing) 
Process to ensure 
adequate support 
for faculty in course 
preparation and 
course delivery 
Repeat teaching of 
online courses by 
individual faculty 
indicates approval 
Addition of new faculty 
shows growing 
endorsement 
 
Data from post-
course surveys show 
continuous 
improvement: 
At least 90% of 
faculty believe the 
overall online 
teaching/learning 
experience is 
positive 
Willingness/desire 
to teach additional 
courses in the 
program:  80% 
positive 
Pillar 5:  
Student 
Satisfaction 
Students are 
pleased with their 
experiences in 
learning online, 
including 
interaction with 
instructors and 
peers, learning 
outcomes that 
match expectations, 
services, and 
orientation 
Faculty/learner 
interaction is timely 
and substantive 
Adequate and fair 
systems assess 
course learning 
objectives; results 
are used for 
improving learning 
Metrics show growing 
satisfaction: 
Surveys (see above) 
and/or interviews 
Alumni surveys, 
referrals, testimonials 
Outcomes measures 
Focus groups 
Faculty/Mentor/Advisor 
perceptions 
Satisfaction 
measures show 
continuously 
increasing 
improvement 
Provider surveys, 
interviews, or other 
metrics show 
satisfaction levels 
are equivalent to or 
better than those of 
other delivery 
modes for the 
provider 
Source: The Sloan Consortium Quality Framework and the Five Pillars pp. 3-4 (Sloan, 2005). Copyright 2005 
Sloan-C. Used by permission. 
 
 Southern Regional Education Board (SREB)  
The Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) is a nonprofit organization that works to 
improve public education at all levels, elementary through higher education (SREB, 2015).  
SREB is headquartered in Atlanta and works with the following member states: Alabama, 
Arkansas, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North 
Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia and West Virginia (SREB, 
2015).  In 1998, SREB published The Principles of Good Practice for Online Education. These 
principles are the guidelines for colleges and universities participating in SREB’s Electronic 
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Campus (SREB, 2015).  The Electronic Campus is an exchange where SREB member states can 
offer their online courses and programs (SREB, 2015).  
SREB’s principles are divided into the following categories: Curriculum and Instruction, 
Institutional Context and Commitment and Evaluation and Assessment.  To align with the 
institutional support areas examined in this study, only the Institutional Context and Commitment 
category is discussed.  
In Table 7: SREB Institutional Context and Commitment, the principles are grouped as 
follows: role and mission, students and student services, faculty support, resources for learning, 
and commitment to support.  According to the role and mission section, institutions should 
ensure that the online program is aligned with institutional mission and role and should consider 
the technology needed to meet course objectives.  In the students and student services section, 
the principles encourage institutions to provide students with all necessary information about the 
online course or program (such as degree information and admissions requirements, technology 
skill and technical equipment), as well as the process to access student services and pre-
admissions advising.   
In the faculty support section, the principles include the need for technical assistance and 
training on best practices for teaching online. Appropriate tools should also be provided to 
faculty to ensure high levels of student/faculty engagement.  “Resources for Learning” addresses 
access to learning resources for students including the cost to access said resources.  
“Commitment to Support” is demonstrated by policies recognizing work associated with online 
learning and ensuring that technical infrastructure and budgets are established to support 
sustainability of online programs. 
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Table 7: SREB Institutional Context and Commitment  
Institutional Context and Commitment 
Role and Mission 
The program or course is consistent with the institution’s role and mission. 
Review and approval processes ensure the appropriateness of the technology being used to 
meet program or course objectives. 
Students and 
Student Services 
The program or course provides students with clear, complete and timely information on the 
curriculum, course and degree requirements, nature of faculty/student interaction, 
prerequisite technology competencies and skills, technical equipment requirements, 
availability of academic support services, financial aid resources, and costs and payment 
policies. 
Enrolled students have reasonable and adequate access to student services and resources 
appropriate to support their learning. 
The institution has admission/acceptance criteria to assess whether the student has the 
background, knowledge and technical skills required for undertaking the course or program. 
Advertising, recruiting and admissions materials clearly and accurately represent the 
program and the services available 
Faculty Support 
The program or course provides faculty support services specifically related to teaching via 
an electronic system. 
The institution ensures appropriate training for faculty who teach using technology. 
The program or course provides faculty with adequate equipment, software and 
communications for interaction with students, institutions and other faculty. 
Resources for 
Learning 
The program or course ensures that appropriate learning resources are available to students. 
The program or course evaluates the adequacy of access to learning resources and the cost 
to students for access to those resources. It also documents the use of electronic resources. 
Commitment to 
Support 
Policies for faculty evaluation include appropriate recognition of teaching and 
scholarly activities related to programs or courses offered electronically. 
The institution demonstrates a commitment to ongoing support, both financial and technical, 
and to continuation of the program or course for a period sufficient for students to complete 
a degree or certificate. 
Note: Adapted from The Principles of Good Practice – The Foundation for Quality of Southern Regional 
Education Board’s Electronic Campus (SREB, 2012). Copyright 2012 SREB. 
 
 The Institute for Higher Education Policy (IHEP) 
The Institute for Higher Education Policy (IHEP) is a nonprofit agency dedicated to 
promoting access to and success in higher education for all students and especially those who are 
underserved (IHEP, 2014).  IHEP aids policymakers and education leaders by developing 
research to address national education challenges (IHEP, 2014).  In 2000, IHEP published 
Quality on the Line: Benchmarks for Success in Internet-Based Distance Education, a report that 
identifies 24 quality benchmarks for distance learning in higher education (IHEP, 2014).   
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The 24 quality benchmarks for distance learning are divided amongst these categories: 
Institutional Support Benchmarks, Course Development Benchmarks, Teaching/Learning 
Benchmarks, Course Structure Benchmarks, Student Support Benchmarks, Faculty Support 
Benchmarks, and Evaluation and Assessment Benchmarks (IHEP, 2014).  To align with the 
institution support areas examined in this study, only 18 benchmarks in the categories 
Institutional Support, Teaching/Learning, Faculty Support, Course Structure, and Student 
Support are discussed.  
In Table 8: IHEP Benchmarks for Success in Internet Based Distance Education, the 
“Institutional Support Benchmarks” are concerned with ensuring institutions have a technology 
plan that addresses technology infrastructure and contingency plans. This benchmark also 
addresses the need for a centralized organization structure from which to develop online 
programs.  The “Teaching and Learning Benchmarks” encourage institutions to think about the 
tools needed to facilitate student/faculty interactions in the online environment and includes a 
recommendation for timely student feedback.  The “Faculty Support Benchmarks” include the 
need for technical assistance and training on best practices for teaching online – training that 
should also address how to handle student concerns that may arise in the online environment. 
“Course Structure Benchmarks” cover student readiness for online learning, student access to the 
needed technology, course objectives for students, student access to library resources and 
expectations for student/faculty interaction.  Finally, “Student Support Benchmarks” are 
concerned with ensuring students are informed of program admissions requirements including 
course fees, technical and proctoring requirements.  Student access to orientations, technical 
support and student services staff are also covered in the student support benchmark category. 
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Table 8: IHEP Benchmarks for Success in Internet-Based Distance Education  
 
Benchmarks for Success 
Institutional 
Support 
Benchmarks 
A documented technology plan is in place that includes electronic security measures to 
ensure both quality standards and the integrity and validity of information. 
The reliability of the technology delivery system is as fail safe as possible. 
A centralized system provides support for building and maintaining the distance education 
infrastructure. 
Teaching/ 
Learning 
Benchmarks 
Student interaction with faculty and other students is an essential characteristic and is 
facilitated through a variety of ways, including voice-mail and/or e-mail. 
Feedback to student assignments and questions is constructive and provided in a timely 
manner. 
Students are instructed in the proper methods of effective research, including assessment of 
the validity of resources. 
Faculty Support 
Benchmarks 
Technical assistance in course development is available to faculty, who are encouraged to use 
it. 
Faculty members are assisted in the transition from classroom teaching to online instruction 
and are assessed during the process. 
Instructor training and assistance, including peer mentoring, continues through the 
progression of the online course. 
Faculty members are provided with written resources to deal with issues arising from student 
use of electronically-accessed data. 
Course 
Structure 
Benchmarks 
Before starting an online program, students are advised about the program to determine if 
they possess the self-motivation and commitment to learn at a distance and if they have 
access to the minimal technology required by the course design. 
Students are provided with supplemental course information that outlines course objectives, 
concepts, and ideas, and learning outcomes for each course are summarized in a clearly 
written, straightforward statement. 
Students have access to sufficient library resources that may include a "virtual library" 
accessible through the World Wide Web. 
Faculty and students agree upon expectations regarding times for student assignment 
completion and faculty response. 
Student 
Support 
Benchmarks 
Students receive information about programs, including admission requirements, tuition and 
fees, books and supplies, technical and proctoring requirements, and student support services. 
Throughout the duration of the course/program, students have access to technical assistance, 
including detailed instructions regarding the electronic media used, practice sessions prior to 
the beginning of the course, and convenient access to technical support staff. 
Students are provided with hands-on training and information to aid them in securing 
material through electronic databases, inter-library loans, government archives, news 
services, and other sources. 
Questions directed to student service personnel are answered accurately and quickly, with a 
structured system in place to address student complaints. 
Note: Adapted from Quality on the Line: Benchmarks for Success in Internet-Based Distance Education                 
(IHEP, 2000). Copyright 2000 IHEP. 
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Middle States Commission on Higher Education (MSCHE) 
The Middle States Commission on Higher Education (MSCHE) is the accrediting body 
for degree-granting colleges and universities in Delaware, the District of Columbia, Maryland, 
New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Puerto Rico, the U.S. Virgin Islands, and several other 
international locations (MSCHE, 2015).  MSCHE promotes excellence in education standards 
for the institutions it serves (MSCHE, 2015).  Regarding quality standards, MSCHE published 
The Interregional Guidelines for the Evaluation of Distance Education (Online Learning) in 
2011.  The guidelines were developed to assist institutions in planning distance education and to 
provide an assessment framework for institutions already involved in distance education 
(MSCHE, 2015).    
There are a total of nine guidelines, also referred to as The Hallmarks of Quality 
(MSCHE, 2015).  To align with the institutional support areas examined in this study, only seven 
of the hallmarks are discussed.  
Table 9: MSCHE Hallmarks One, Two and Three outlines the first three hallmarks. The 
guidelines in Hallmark 1 are concerned with ensuring the online program is aligned with the 
institution’s current programs and services, that administration can speak to online learning’s 
role within the institutional mission and goals, and that the institution is identifying and 
recruiting the appropriate student population for its online programs. Hallmark 2 outlines the 
need to address plans for sustaining, developing and expanding online programs, including items 
such as budgets and technology planning.  Hallmark 3 deals with administration and 
management issues related to online learning, such as faculty roles in online education, the 
online program approval process and online program evaluation timeline. This hallmark also 
includes institutional considerations when working with an online program consortium.  
 25 
Table 9: MSCHE Hallmarks One, Two and Three   
 
  
Hallmark 1: 
Online learning is 
appropriate to the 
institution’s mission and 
purpose. 
The mission statement explains the role of online learning within the range of 
the institution’s programs and services. 
As appropriate, the institution incorporates into its online learning programs 
methods of meeting the stated institutional goals for the student experience at 
the institution. 
The students enrolled in the institution’s online learning courses and programs 
fit the admissions requirements for the students the institution intends to serve. 
Institutional and program statements of vision and values inform how the online 
learning environment is created and supported. 
The recruitment and admissions programs supporting the online learning 
courses and programs appropriately target the student population to be served. 
Senior administrators and staff can articulate how online learning is consonant 
with the institution’s mission and goals. 
Hallmark 2: 
The institution’s plans for 
developing, sustaining, and, 
if appropriate, expanding 
online offerings are 
integrated into its programs 
and courses holding 
specialized accreditation 
meet the same requirements 
when offered electronically. 
Development and ownership of plans for online learning extend beyond the 
administrators directly responsible for it and the programs directly using it. 
Plans for online learning are linked effectively to budget and technology 
planning to ensure adequate support for current and future offerings. 
The institution and its online learning programs have a track record of 
conducting needs analysis and of supporting programs. 
Planning documents are explicit about any goals to increase numbers of 
programs provided through online learning courses and programs and/or 
numbers of students to be enrolled in them. 
Plans for expanding online learning demonstrate the institution’s capacity to 
assure an appropriate level of quality. 
Hallmark 3: 
Online learning is 
incorporated into the 
institution’s systems of 
governance and academic 
oversight 
The institution’s faculty have a designated role in the design and 
implementation of its online learning offerings. 
Approval of online courses and programs follows standard processes used in the 
college or university. 
Contractual relationships and arrangements with consortial partners, if any, are 
clear and guarantee that the institution can exercise appropriate responsibility 
for the academic quality of all online learning offerings provided under its 
name. 
The institution ensures the rigor of the offerings and the quality of the 
instruction. 
Online learning courses and programs are evaluated on a periodic basis. 
Note: Adapted from Interregional Guidelines for the Evaluation of Distance Education (MSCHE, 2011).                
Copyright 2011 MSCHE. 
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Table 10: MSCHE Hallmarks Six, Seven, Eight and Nine includes the guidelines related 
to faculty and student support, institutional capacity to expand online learning and integrity of 
online programs.  Hallmark 6 addresses the institution’s responsibility to recruit, train and 
evaluate online learning faculty. Institutions should also ensure that personnel who work with 
online learning programs have the necessary competencies to perform their work.  Hallmark 7 
addresses issues related to providing access to student and academic services. Institutions should 
provide students information about admissions processes and ensure that students are familiar 
with the online learning environment.  Matters related to student orientations and access to 
technical support, library resources and student services are also covered in this hallmark. 
Hallmark 8 covers an institution’s capacity to expand its online programs. Guidelines in this 
hallmark focus on the technology and financial planning required for this endeavor.  Hallmark 9 
addresses authentication and academic integrity.  Institutions should ensure that they have 
procedures in place to confirm student identity.  The institutional policy on academic integrity is 
also covered in this hallmark. 
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Table 10: MSCHE Hallmarks Six, Seven, Eight and Nine   
 
  
Hallmark 6: 
Faculty responsible for delivering 
online learning curricula and 
evaluating the students’ success 
in achieving the online learning 
goals are appropriately qualified 
and effectively supported. 
Online learning faculties are carefully selected, appropriately trained, frequently evaluated, 
and are marked by an acceptable level of turnover. 
Faculty are proficient and effectively supported in using the course management system. 
Faculty members engaged in online learning share in the mission and goals of the institution 
and its programs and are provided the opportunities to contribute to the broader activities of 
the institution. 
Students express satisfaction with the quality of the instruction provided by the online learning 
faculty members. 
The institution’s training program for online learning faculty is periodic, incorporates tested 
good practices in online learning pedagogy, and ensures competency with the range of 
software products used by the institution. 
The office or persons responsible for online learning training programs are clearly identified and 
have the competencies to accomplish the tasks, including knowledge of the specialized resources 
and technical support available to support course development and delivery. 
Hallmark 7: 
The institution provides effective 
student and academic services to 
support students enrolled in 
online learning offerings.  
The institution’s admissions program for online learning provides good web-based 
information to students about the nature of the online learning environment, and assists them 
in determining if they possess the skills important to succeed in online learning. 
The institution provides support services to students in formats appropriate to the delivery of 
the online learning program. 
Students using online learning have adequate access to learning resources, including library, 
information resources, laboratories, and equipment and tracking systems. 
Student complaint processes are clearly defined and can be used electronically. 
Students are provided with reasonable and cost-effective ways to participate in the 
institution’s system of student authentication. 
The institution provides an online learning orientation program. 
Students in online learning programs have adequate access to student services, including, 
financial aid, course registration, and career and placement counseling. 
Students in online learning programs have ready access to 24/7 tech support. 
Students using online learning demonstrate proficiency in the use of electronic forms of 
learning resources. 
Publications and advertising for online learning programs are accurate and contain necessary 
information such as program goals, requirements, academic calendar and faculty. 
Hallmark 8: 
The institution provides sufficient 
resources to support and, if 
appropriate, expand its online 
learning offerings. 
The institution prepares a multi-year budget for online learning that includes resources for 
assessment of program demand, marketing, appropriate levels of faculty and staff, faculty and 
staff development, library and information resources and technology infrastructure. 
The institution provides evidence of a multi-year technology plan that addresses its goals for 
online learning and includes provision for a robust and scalable technical infrastructure. 
Hallmark 9: 
The institution assures the 
integrity of its online learning 
offerings.  
The institution has in place effective procedures through which to ensure that the student who 
registers in a distance education course or program is the same student who participates in and 
completes the course or program and receives the academic credit. The institution makes clear 
in writing that these processes protect student privacy and notifies students at the time of 
registration or enrollment of any projected additional costs associated with the verification 
procedures 
The institutions policies on academic integrity include explicit references to online learning 
Issues of academic integrity are discussed during the orientation for online students 
Training for faculty members engaged in online learning includes consideration of issues of 
academic integrity, including ways to reduce cheating 
Note: Adapted from Interregional Guidelines for the Evaluation of Distance Education (MSCHE, 2011).                                        
Copyright 2011 MSCHE. 
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United States Distance Learning Association (USDLA) 
The United States Distance Learning Association is a non-profit association dedicated to 
promoting the development and application of distance learning for education and training. 
USDLA’s mission is to serve the distance learning community by providing advocacy, 
information, networking, and opportunity (USDLA, 2015). The USDLA currently offers one of 
the first institutionally focused distance learning certification programs in the United States 
(USDLA, 2015). 
The main goals of a USDLA institutional evaluation are: 1) to inform and protect 
educational consumers, 2) to provide institutions a framework and tools to further improve their 
online programs, and 3) to encourage institutional self-regulation to guide program growth and 
maintain public support (USDLA, 2013). 
To attain USDLA’s Quality Standards Certification, an institution is evaluated in the five 
areas: institutional prerequisites, administration and management, student affairs, teaching and 
learning, and infrastructure (USDLA, 2013).  An overview of the review areas follows. 
“Institutional Prerequisites” confirm that an institution is authorized to offer online programs.  
“Administration and Management” demonstrates the institution’s budget and organizational 
structure are designed to support online programs.  “Student Affairs” ensures that the institution 
has student services, support, and grievance procedures in place.  “Teaching and Learning” 
reflects the established processes for curriculum development, course structure, student 
evaluation and program assessment.  Finally, “Infrastructure” demonstrates the institution has in 
place the administrative, program, faculty, staff, student, and technology support needed for 
online programs. If the institution works with a vendor, contractor relations are also established 
(USDLA, 2013). 
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Although not widely adopted by higher education institutions, it is encouraging that 
programs like USDLA’s Quality Standards Certification are available.  The Online Learning 
Consortium (OLC) offers a similar program called a Quality Scorecard Audit (OLC, 2015).  The 
emergence of such programs demonstrates the need for institutions to develop business practices, 
faculty and student support models that effectively manage their online programs. 
Why the Guidelines/Best Practices Matter 
The guidelines presented by the preceding agencies clearly illustrate the expectation that 
institutions establish an organizational infrastructure that adequately supports their online 
programs.  In addition, institutional reviews conducted by organizations like USDLA and OLC 
evaluate organizational support of an institution’s online programs (OLC, 2015; USDLA, 2013).  
These types of reviews further attest that robust institutional support is necessary for quality 
online programs.  
It must be noted that higher education institutions that offer online programs have the 
required guidelines in place to support their programs. However, despite these efforts, the 
literature indicates that critical challenges persist in online education.  In the following sections 
of this literature review, the Florida College System, institutional, faculty, and administrator 
concerns related to online education are discussed. 
Online Education Concerns and the Florida College System 
As introduced in Chapter One, two-year higher education institutions account for more 
than half of all online students in the United States (Allen & Seaman, 2015).  For community 
colleges, the continued demand for online education is accompanied by challenges that are 
similar to those faced by four-year public institutions and include high attrition rates in online 
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courses as well as continued reluctance of faculty to engage in online learning (Johnson & Berge, 
2012).   
In the Florida College System (FCS), 30% of FCS students are enrolled in distance 
learning courses (FLDOE, 2015), but success rates for students in online courses are not equal to 
the success rates of students enrolled in traditional courses.  Student success is defined as 
“obtaining a grade of C or better” (FLDOE, 2016).  For the five years 2009-2014, student 
success rates in online courses were one or two percentage points less than those of traditional 
courses (FLDOE, 2016).  With such a large number of students enrolled in distance learning 
courses and programs, it is especially important for FCS institutions to address concerns that 
negatively impact student success in distance education.   
Institutional Concerns Related to Online Education   
Brief History 
To appreciate the challenges involved in the current administration and management of 
online learning, an understanding of the historical context of distance education is required.  In 
the 19th century, distance education in the United States began as correspondence education.  
Correspondence education was essentially independent study from a distance (Miller, 2009).  In 
the 20th century, the introduction of technologies such as film, audiotapes, and video cassettes 
helped to enhance course materials, but correspondence education remained a solitary experience 
(Miller, 2009).  In the late 20th century, advancements like teleconferencing created opportunities 
for better communication between institutions and individuals in correspondence programs.  
These advances also presented opportunities for institutions to expand their reach by delivering 
programs to companies and other industry groups (Miller, 2009).  When institutions began 
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offering their programs to constituents off campus, these relationships were managed by the 
universities’ continuing education units (Hoyt & Oviatt, 2013; Miller, 2009).   
This evolution of distance education may explain why the administration and 
management of online programs remains decentralized at many higher education institutions.  
Administrative units of online programs can be found in continuing education departments, 
academic colleges, or schools within colleges and universities (Hoyt & Oviatt, 2013; Miller, 
2009).   
Business Models 
Although many public higher education institutions offer online programs, a business 
model that consistently produces successful financial outcomes has not been identified (Green & 
Wagner, 2011; Hoyt & Oviatt, 2013).  Theoretical frameworks or management process models 
have been proposed (Gaytan, 2009; Pisel, 2008; Shelton, 2011), but budget needs often 
determine the model chosen by institutions (Hillman & Corkery, 2010; Miller & Schiffman, 
2006).  The business approaches selected by most institutions to manage their online programs 
are quality or access models (Miller & Schiffman, 2006).  
Quality models extend online learning to an institution’s current student population. 
These programs are often administered within the Provost’s office or by specific academic units 
and are funded through the normal university budget (Hoyt & Oviatt, 2013; Meyer, Bruwelheide 
& Poulin, 2009; Miller & Schiffman, 2006).  In quality models, current students are charged 
additional fees for the convenience of the online option (Miller & Schiffman, 2006).   
Access models include for-profit subsidiary and cost-recovery options (Miller & 
Schiffman, 2006).  These models are used when institutions want to create new revenue streams 
by recruiting new students to online programs. These programs must recover their operating 
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costs and are typically managed through an institution’s continuing education or distance 
learning unit (Hoyt & Oviatt, 2013; Miller & Schiffman, 2006).  While access and quality 
models are both widely used, there are pros and cons to both approaches.  
When quality models are adopted, institutions must manage online learning costs using 
existing tuition monies and develop online programs that all academic units have access to 
(Miller & Schiffman, 2006).  When access models such as for-profit subsidiary or cost recovery 
are selected, static state-funded budget policies often conflict with the financial processes needed 
to properly support these entrepreneurial models (Miller & Schiffman, 2006).   
New Paradigms 
Institutions recognize that current business models are not ideal, and new models are 
emerging.  Institutions are establishing cross-departmental training for their online learning 
programs, and positions are being created for academic leaders and middle managers of online 
learning.  These individuals are responsible for developing new policies and ensuring 
coordination of initiatives, on and off campus, that support online learning (Miller, 2009; Miller 
& Schiffman, 2006).   
Another business practice involves institutions partnering with online education vendors.  
These partners offer a range of services from online course development to marketing and 
student retention support.  For higher education institutions with shrinking budgets, this 
partnership is especially enticing as the partner will typically pay the start-up costs. Once the 
program is launched, revenue earned from program fees is shared between the partner and the 
institution (Hillman & Corkery, 2010; Hoffman, 2011).   
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The ongoing demand for online education will continue to place pressure on existing 
budget models and organizational structures and will force institutions to think differently about 
their current business practices (Johnson, Cascio & Massiah, 2014; Miller & Schiffman, 2006).  
Institutional Technology Infrastructure 
As introduced earlier in this chapter, many agency best practices and policy guidelines 
direct institutions to be mindful of the technology infrastructure needed to support their online 
programs.  Technology infrastructure refers to hardware and software support (Hillman & 
Corkery, 2010; Marcinkiewicz & McLean, 2009).  Poor technology infrastructure and a lack of 
technology support can negatively impact the success of online programs (Marcinkiewicz & 
McLean, 2009; Meyer & Barefield, 2010).  In addition, for institutions to sustain their online 
offerings, short-term, mid-range, and long-term technology plans should be developed.  
Technology plans should also include contingencies in the event technology fails or is 
compromised (Marcinkiewicz & McLean, 2009).  
Another essential decision point for institutions is hiring technology support personnel. 
As discussed later in this chapter, support personnel should be appropriately trained to work with 
faculty and students, and personnel hours should be aligned with online course schedules (Meyer 
& Barefield, 2010).   
Faculty Stakeholder Concerns  
 
Institutional Barriers and Incentives 
 
As internal stakeholders within the higher education organization, faculty play a 
significant role in developing and facilitating online courses.  In addition, the amount of time and 
attention devoted to the development of online courses contributes to course and program quality 
(Chao, Saj & Tessler, 2006).   
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Faculty are often unwilling to participate in online education because of the time 
commitment needed to develop and maintain online courses (Bacow, Bowen, Gutherie, Lock & 
Long, 2012; Green, Alejandro & Brown, 2009; Hopewell, 2012; Wright, 2014), limited financial 
support from institutions (Delaney, 2010; Green, Alejandro & Brown, 2009), inconsistent or 
unclear policies about intellectual property (Green & Wagner, 2011: Hoyt & Oviatt, 2013), and 
lack of institutional recognition for faculty participation in online endeavors (Bacow et al., 2012).  
In addition, faculty are often not well prepared for, and are reluctant to engage in, online 
instruction because they perceive that technology is the focus of online learning (Baran & 
Correia, 2014; Chapman, 2011; Gutman, 2012; Lackey, 2011; Maguire, 2005).  In fact, 
pedagogy remains the central focus of online learning and the role of technology is to enhance 
course content to achieve desired student learning outcomes (Baran, Correia & Thompson, 2011; 
Paul & Cochran, 2013).   
In contrast, faculty interested in online education find the limited variety of training 
options and inadequate technology support to be deterrents (Baran & Correia, 2014; Chapman, 
2011; Lackey, 2011). 
While faculty remain hesitant to engage in online learning, incentives such as financial 
compensation, release time to develop an online course, and institutional recognition are 
effective in persuading some faculty to engage in online instruction (Bacow, et al., 2012; Gutman, 
2012; Hoyt & Oviatt, 2013; Meyer 2011; Wright, 2014). Financial compensation has been a 
successful motivator because many faculty agree that teaching online requires more time than 
face-to-face instruction; therefore, they should be paid for the time they devote to working with 
online courses (Bacow, et al., 2012; Gutman, 2012; Meyer, 2011; Mupinga & Maughan, 2008; 
Tallent-Runnels, Thomas, Lan, Cooper, Ahern, Shaw & Liu, 2006, Wright, 2014).  Although 
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offering financial support has proven to be an effective motivator for some faculty, for others, 
money is not an incentive. 
Faculty are expected to engage in academic activities that range from serving on 
committees to managing teaching loads; because of these obligations, faculty time is a scare 
resource and release time for course development or training is a more compelling incentive than 
money (Bacow, et al., 2012; Gutman, 2012; Meyer, 2011). 
Another incentive some faculty find motivating is institutional recognition.  Institutions 
may publish faculty work in a newsletter or other institutional publication, or they may recognize 
faculty at an annual event (Allen, Lederman, & Jaschik, 2012; Lion & Stark, 2010).  Most 
important, at many institutions, faculty work in online learning is included as part of their 
teaching load and, therefore, plays a role in decisions about promotion and tenure (Hoyt & 
Oviatt, 2013).   
As illustrated in the preceding sections, institutional barriers can negatively impact 
faculty adoption of online learning, but institutional incentives can counteract these negatives.  
To garner faculty support for online programs, institutions must be aware of faculty concerns 
related to online learning and work to address them.  The following sections of this literature 
review will detail several institutional barriers to faculty adoption of online learning. 
Technology Support for Faculty 
For faculty, institutional barriers related to technology include access to technical support 
staff (Green & Wagner, 2011; Haber & Mills, 2008), training to use the learning management 
system and its tools (Bacow et al., 2012; Baran & Correia, 2014; Gutman, 2012), lack of systems 
reliability (Hillman & Corkery, 2010), inadequate infrastructure, and security concerns (Green & 
Wagner, 2011; Hillman & Corkery, 2010).  An additional concern for faculty is the 
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complications and confusion that arise when working with information technology personnel, 
developers, and programmers, who often do not have a pedagogical background (Maguire, 2005; 
Meyer & Barefield, 2010). 
To keep up with the rapid pace of advancements in online learning technologies, ongoing 
training and support is needed.  Therefore, it is surprising that technical support concerns persist 
for faculty, although online learning has been a part of the higher education landscape for over a 
decade (Bacow et al., 2012; Baran & Correia, 2014; Bonk, 2001; Haber & Mills, 2008; Kingma 
& Schisa, 2010; Lee, 2002; Schiffer, 2000).  To address the continued concerns of faculty related 
to technical support, institutions should ensure that the appropriate technical infrastructure is in 
place, support personnel are trained to work with faculty, and personnel hours are aligned with 
online course schedules (Meyer & Barefield, 2010).  These efforts would demonstrate both the 
institution’s support of faculty and its commitment to online education. 
Training to Teach Online 
Faculty interested in teaching online often cite a lack of training to teach online as an 
obstacle (Chaney, Chaney & Eddy, 2010; Chapman, 2011, Lackey, 2011; Maguire, 2005);  
although, it may be more accurate to say their concern is the limited variety of training options 
available to them (Baran, Correia & Thompson, 2011; Lackey, 2011).  Many institutions offer 
workshop type training for faculty, but most faculty do not participate.  Reasons for not attending 
training include conflicts between workshop and class schedules, and faculty preference for 
working independently (Hoyt & Oviatt, 2013; Meyer, 2011). 
The type and variety of training options available is important because, without support, 
faculty new to online instruction are often not equipped to handle the challenge of developing or 
restructuring their course content to achieve expected student learning outcomes (Chaney, 
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Chaney & Eddy, 2010; Chapman, 2011, Lackey, 2011).  Institutions that are most successful in 
supporting faculty with teaching online make it easy by providing an array of training options for 
their faculty to learn how to engage in online pedagogy.  Some examples include developing 
institutional tools like how-to-guides, self-evaluation checklists and online learning modules 
(Allen, Lederman, & Jaschik, 2012). 
Faculty may find these how-to-guides helpful for learning basic tasks such as how to 
voice over a PowerPoint presentation and upload it to a learning management system, or even 
more complex endeavors such as building an online course. Similar to the how-to-guide, the self-
evaluation checklist allows a faculty member to independently develop an online course using an 
institutionally approved development process, Online learning modules are available in a Just-in-
Time format so faculty can view the presentation materials at their convenience (Allen, 
Lederman, & Jaschik, 2012).  Other options to expand training opportunities include assigning 
instructional designers or faculty members experienced in online instruction as mentors and 
providing course relief so faculty can have more time to focus on the development of their online 
course (Bacow et al., 2012; Hoyt & Oviatt, 2013; Johnson & Berge, 2012).  
Based on the success some institutions have found with increasing their variety of 
training options for faculty, institutions should consider offering more varied training options in 
an effort to incentivize their faculty to teach online.   
Administrator Stakeholder Concerns  
Online Services for Students 
Similar to faculty, administrator stakeholders at many institutions struggle with a number 
of concerns related to supporting online students.  These concerns include: providing access to 
student services (Aragon & Johnson, 2008; LaPadula, 2003; Paul & Cochran, 2013; Rodriguez, 
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Ooms & Montañez, 2008), identifying technology support and technology resources to support 
student/faculty interactions (Boston & Ice, 2011; Cole, Shelley & Swartz, 2014; Cox & 
Williams, 2011; Hoskins, 2010; Marmon, Vanscoder & Gordesky, 2014; Paul & Cochran, 2013), 
and addressing student attrition in online courses (Allen & Seaman, 2015; Johnson & Berge, 
2012).   
Many institutions have expanded their online course and program offerings because 
students are seeking education options that allow them to balance commitments to community, 
work and family (Allen & Seaman, 2015; Boston & Ice, 2011; Mann & Henneberry, 2012).  In 
growing their online programs to meet student demand, many institutions have found it difficult 
to identify the mix of student services that would best serve online students (Aragon & Johnson, 
2008; LaPadula, 2003; Paul & Cochran, 2013; Rodriguez, Ooms & Montañez, 2008).  The 
online services that are typically available to students include admissions, registration, and 
financial aid (Hillman & Corkery, 2010).  Many institutions also offer access to library resources 
and online tutoring services (Paul & Cochran, 2013), but access to additional services such as 
academic advising and personal and career counseling remain limited (Hillman & Corkery, 
2010; Paul & Cochran, 2013). 
Technology Support for Students 
Many students are attracted to the convenience of online learning, but they do not have 
the level of technology skill required to be successful in online learning environments (Boston & 
Ice, 2011; Cole, Shelley & Swartz, 2014; Marmon, Vanscoder & Gordesky, 2014; Paul & 
Cochran, 2013; Rodriguez, Ooms & Montañez, 2008).  Institutions must be mindful of the issue 
of technology preparedness because students with limited technology skills who enroll in online 
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courses often express negative experiences with online learning and do not complete their 
courses (Marmon, Vanscoder & Gordesky, 2014; Mupinga, Nora & Yaw, 2006).   
To mitigate the effects of low student satisfaction and high attrition rates on online 
program enrollments, institutions should provide resources and support services to help students 
increase their technology skill level (Boston & Ice, 2011; Rodriguez, Ooms & Montañez, 2008).  
Examples of resources to assist students with technology skills include self-directed online 
orientations and pre-assessment evaluation tools to determine if students are ready for online 
learning (Paul & Cochran, 2013). 
Student Faculty Interactions 
Another reason for high attrition rates in online programs is a lack of communication 
between students and their instructors (Boston & Ice, 2011; Marmon, Vanscoder & Gordesky, 
2014).  Students in online courses who communicate frequently with their instructor often 
express high levels of satisfaction with their online learning experience (Cole, Shelley & Swartz, 
2014; Cox & Williams, 2011; Hoskins, 2010; Johnson, Cascio & Massiah, 2014; Marmon, 
Vanscoder & Gordesky, 2014; Paechter, Maier & Macher, 2010).  Faculty can sustain frequency 
of contact with students in a number of ways, including responding to student communications, 
providing timely feedback on assignments, maintaining a regular presence in class discussion 
spaces, and keeping regular virtual office hours (Aragon & Johnson, 2008; Cox & Williams, 
2011; Dennen, Darabi & Smith, 2007). 
The institution’s role in supporting student/faculty interactions is to ensure that 
appropriate technologies such as a Learning Management System (LMS), discussion boards, chat 
capabilities and email are provided for students and faculty.  Institutions should also offer 
orientations to help students understand how to use the various technology tools to communicate 
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with their instructors and with other students enrolled in the course (Aragon & Johnson, 2008; 
Marmon, Vanscoder & Gordesky, 2014; Paul & Cochran, 2013).   
Online Student Retention 
As the demand for online learning continues so do concerns about student retention in 
online programs (Allen & Seaman, 2015; Boston & Ice, 2011).  When asked for their views 
regarding the difficulty of retaining online students as compared to face-to-face students, 44.6% 
of chief academic officers reported that retaining online students is more difficult (Allen & 
Seaman, 2015).  Retention rates in online programs are especially important to public higher 
education institutions because the additional revenue stream provided by online programs is 
critical to supplementing the shrinking state budgets of many public colleges and universities 
(Green and Wagner, 2011; Hoyt & Oviatt, 2013; Meyer, Bruwelheide & Poulin, 2009).  In 
addition, online programs are typically self-supporting but expensive to manage; therefore, 
institutions strive to maintain low attrition rates in their online programs (Green and Wagner; 
Hoyt & Oviatt, 2013; 2011; Meyer, Bruwelheide & Poulin, 2009; Miller & Schiffman, 2006).  
The main reasons students do not complete online courses include personal issues, 
(Boston & Ice, 2011; Mann & Henneberry, 2012), lack of technology preparedness/support 
(Cole, Shelley & Swartz, 2014; Marmon, Vanscoder & Gordesky, 2014; Rodriguez, Ooms & 
Montañez, 2008), poor course design (Aragon & Johnson, 2008; Chao, Saj & Tessler, 2006; Li 
& Irby, 2008), limited interaction with faculty (Johnson, Cascio & Massiah, 2014: Hoskins, 
2010; Rovai & Downey, 2010), and limited access to online student services (Hillman & 
Corkery, 2010; Meyer, Bruwelheide & Poulin, 2009; Paul & Cochran, 2013).   
To address administrator concerns, institutions should ensure that students have access to 
online student services and provide orientation, training, and technical support to assist with the 
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transition to the online course environment.  For faculty concerns, institutions should provide 
technical support and training regarding best practices for teaching online (Boston & Ice, 2011; 
Cole, Shelley & Swartz, 2014; Mann & Henneberry, 2012; Marmon, Vanscoder & Gordesky, 
2014; Paul & Cochran, 2013).   
A Conceptual Framework for Institutional Support of Quality Online Programs 
 Based on the theoretical framework introduced at the beginning of this chapter and the 
preceding review of the literature related to online education, Figure 1 displays a conceptual 
framework for integrating online education into higher education settings.  The components 
involve institutional commitment to the organizational framework needed to support quality 
online programs, as well as the alignment of views of the internal stakeholders – administrators 
and faculty – to institutional plans in support of online education.  
 
Figure 2: A Conceptual Framework for Institutional Support of Quality Online Programs 
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Summary Chapter Two  
As introduced at the beginning of this chapter, the discussion of quality issues in online 
education typically focuses on program regulation, administration and management, faculty 
support, student support and technology support.  This review of the literature examined these 
areas in which discussions occur within the context of institutional, faculty and administrator 
concerns related to online education.  In each of the areas discussed, institutional support plays a 
key role in ensuring the quality of online programs.  
The overview of the guidelines/best practices of the various policy agencies outlined the 
expectation that institutions establish organizational frameworks that effectively support their 
online programs.  Institutional reviews, introduced by agencies like USDLA and OLC, evaluate 
the infrastructure that support an institution’s online programs, and offer further support for the 
view that an institution’s organizational framework is central to the quality of its online 
programs.  However, even with these guidelines, many institutions struggle to administer their 
online programs successfully.  Concerns for institutions, faculty and administrator stakeholders 
were also examined in this literature review. 
Concerns for institutions managing online programs include decentralized business 
models and challenges in aligning static budget policies with entrepreneurial financial practices. 
Faculty concerns focus on the continued reluctance of faculty to engage in online learning due to 
technology support concerns, limited training options, and a lack of institutional incentives to 
teach online.  Concerns for administrators center on limited access to a full array of support 
services for online students, online students’ lack of technology skills, poor student/faculty 
interaction in online courses, and high attrition rates of online students.  
 43 
Findings from this review of the literature indicate that, although institutions follow the 
guidelines prescribed by accrediting bodies to establish the infrastructure in support of their 
online programs, institutions still face critical concerns related to online learning. There are also 
indications that there may be a lack of consensus between the administrator and faculty 
stakeholders regarding the institutional support needed for quality online programs.  To explore 
this problem further, this study will examine the perceptions of administrators and faculty to 
institutional support for online education in Florida’s s College System. Chapter Three details the 
method and research design of the proposed study.  
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Chapter Three: Method 
Overview  
Chapter One provided a general overview of the landscape of post-secondary online 
education and, in particular, issues such as the continued demand for online learning, quality 
concerns related to online learning, and the need to examine stakeholder views related to 
institutional support for online education.  Chapter Two built upon this discussion by outlining 
how quality issues in online education are discussed in micro-pockets within the larger domain 
and examined several areas in which these discussions occur.  Chapter Two also established the 
need to align stakeholder views regarding institutional support for online education and 
presented a conceptual framework for institutional support of quality online programs.  Chapter 
Three details the method and research design of this study.  The research questions which guided 
this study follow.  
Research Questions  
Research Question One (RQ1): What are administrators’ perceptions of institutional 
support for online education in Florida’s College System? 
Research Question Two (RQ2): What are faculty perceptions of institutional support for 
online education in Florida’s College System? 
Research Question Three (RQ3): How do perceptions of institutional support for online 
education differ between administrators and faculty in Florida’s College System? 
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Research Question Four (RQ4): How do perceptions of institutional support for online 
education differ between administrators and faculty in relation to their level of experience with 
online education? 
Research Design 
A survey design was used for this research study.  This quantitative method is the most 
appropriate to respond to the research questions posed as it allows the researcher to use a focused 
survey instrument to gather data from a sample of administrators and faculty at Florida’s state 
and community colleges.  Figure 2 illustrates the method and research design of the study.  
 
 
Figure 3: Method and Research Design of the Study 
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Population and Sample 
The population identified for this study was administrators and faculty employed by the 
Florida College System (FCS).  The Florida College System consists of 28 public colleges that 
are governed by local boards.  The State Board of Education oversees the colleges and the 
Chancellor of Florida Colleges is the chief executive officer of the system.  The Chancellor 
reports to the Commissioner of Education who is the chief executive officer of Florida's K-20 
System (FLDOE, 2015).  Table 11 details a few key characteristics of Florida’s College System.  
Table 11: Key Characteristics of Florida College System (2012-2013) 
   
Facilities Florida Colleges 
Campuses 
28 
68 
Personnel All Employees 
Faculty 
Full-time 
Part-time 
45,809 
21,681 
6,088 
15,593 
Student 
Enrollment 
Total Annual Headcount 
Full-time 
Part-time 
Minority Enrollment 
909,096 
63% 
37% 
55% 
Student 
Demographics 
Average Age 
Gender 
26 
59% Female 
Florida College System Facts at a Glance (FLDOE, 2015) 
 
Administrators and faculty who have experience with online learning were invited to 
participate in this study.  Administrators were found by searching the FloridaShines website.  
FloridaShines serves as a statewide resource and clearinghouse for Florida’s public higher 
education distance learning courses and degree programs.  FloridaShines was previously 
Florida’s Virtual Campus (FLVC) (FloridaShines, 2015).  Several advisory councils provide 
expert advice to FloridaShines.  One of these is the Members Council on Distance Learning and 
Student Services.  This council is comprised of one administrative representative from each of 
Florida’s state and community colleges (FloridaShines, 2015).  Administrators were primarily 
identified from this council.  Additional administrators were found by searching the directory of 
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each state and community college and selecting persons who work in the same department as 
members of the Council of Distance Learning and Student Services.  Using this method, a total 
of 76 administrators was identified.  After identifying the administrators, the researcher sent an 
email to each of the administrators and asked that they also invite their instructional technology 
staff to complete the survey (Appendix A).   
To recruit faculty to participate in the study, the researcher sent an email to the Vice 
President of Academic/Instructional Affairs at each FCS institution and asked them to forward 
the survey link to their faculty that teach online (Appendix B).   
Survey Instrument 
To date, one of the few instruments available to assess the quality of online programs 
from an institutional perspective is A Quality Scorecard for the Administration of Online 
Education Programs.  The Quality Scorecard was developed by Dr. Kaye Shelton and endorsed 
by the Online Learning Consortium in 2014 (OLC, 2015).  The quality scorecard instrument was 
the result of a Delphi study conducted as part of Shelton’s dissertation research (Shelton, 2010).    
In 2008, Dr. Leo Hirner provided the content for the survey instrument used in this study.  
In his dissertation, Quality Indicators for Evaluating Distance Education Programs at 
Community Colleges, Hirner identified 77 indicators that could be used to evaluate the quality of 
online programs at community colleges (Hirner, 2008).  Details related to the development and 
validation of the survey follow.  
Instrument Development 
One of the stated purposes of Hirner’s study was to identify indicators that could be used 
to create an instrument to evaluate the quality of online programs at community colleges (Hirner, 
2008, p. 5).  The items in the instrument, Online Learning Institutional Support Survey (OLISS), 
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developed for use in this study (Appendix E), are derived from Hirner’s research and used with 
permission (Appendix C).   
Hirner’s original 77 quality indicators are grouped into the following six categories: 
Institutional Support (17 items), Technical Support (10 items), Curriculum & Instruction (14 
items), Faculty Support (8 items), Student Support (15 items), and Evaluation & Assessment (13 
items).  To better align with the research questions and stakeholder groups identified for 
inclusion in this study, 64 of Hirner’s indicators plus 8 additional items were included in the 
OLISS.  The 8 items added were based on feedback from faculty and administrator stakeholders 
and accrediting body best practices. The 72 items included in the OLISS were re-grouped as 
follows: Faculty Support (25 items), Student Support (17 items) and Institutional Commitment 
(30 items).  Appendix D illustrates how Hirner’s original indicators and the additional items 
were adapted to develop the first draft of the Online Learning Institutional Support Survey 
(OLISS). 
Instrument Validation 
When using a survey design for research, determining the validity and reliability of the 
survey instrument is essential.  Content validity refers to how well an instrument measures what 
it says it will measure and reliability refers to how consistently the instrument measures what it 
says it will measure (Ary, Jacobs & Razavieh, 2002).  Content validity can be established by 
referring to the research literature on the subject being studied, consulting with experts in the 
field being researched, or combining the preceding methods (Inglis, 2008).   
Preliminary content validation of the items used in the OLISS was provided through 
Hirner’s research. To identify potential indicators, Hirner (2008) consulted the online education 
literature; to refine the indicators he conducted a Delphi study with experts in online education; 
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and to confirm the importance of the indicators he surveyed the online learning stakeholder 
groups - students, faculty, administrators, and technical support staff.  
To provide further content validation and reduce response error, cognitive interviews 
were conducted with representatives from the population identified for this study.  Cognitive 
interviewing reduces response error by focusing on the instrument and the cognitive process that 
participants use to respond to survey items (Willis, 1999). 
Appendix F details the communications and protocol that were involved in conducting 
these interviews.  Table 12 illustrates how feedback from the cognitive interviews was used to 
refine survey items. Based on the feedback from the cognitive interviews the OLISS was revised 
to 72 items and grouped as follows: Faculty Support (25 items), Student Support (17 items) and 
Institutional Commitment (30 items). 
To determine preliminary reliability (consistency) of the OLISS, a pilot test was 
conducted.  In February 2016, the survey was deployed electronically to a group of 12 
administrators and faculty in the Florida College System.  Eight individuals completed the online 
survey.  Feedback from participants who took the survey online and those who participated in 
cognitive interviews indicated that 17 items on the instrument that related to faculty training 
were somewhat repetitive and had no variability. In addition, concerns were expressed that the 
instrument was fairly long and this might negatively impact response rates.  The researcher 
agreed with this assessment, so the 17 items were removed, reducing the OLISS from 72 to 55 
items. 
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Table 12: Refinement of Survey Items Based on Cognitive Interviews 
Participant 
Administrator 
Original Survey Item Proposed Change Revised Survey Item 
Survey  
Item 
1 The college requires training for 
all faculty pursuing online 
teaching for the first time. 
Add quality after requires. The college requires quality training 
for all faculty pursuing online 
teaching for the first time. 
20 Online instruction is recognized 
and encouraged as part of 
faculty advancement criteria. 
Add meets or exceeds 
institutional standards after 
online instruction. 
Online instruction that meets or 
exceeds institutional standards is 
recognized and encouraged as part of 
faculty advancement criteria. 
21 Faculty evaluation criteria are 
adjusted to account for online 
delivery, instructional methods, 
and practices. 
Clarify question to read 
faculty teaching online are 
evaluated. 
Faculty teaching online are evaluated 
based upon online delivery, 
instructional methods, and practices. 
39 The college requires new online 
students to complete an online 
orientation prior to registering 
in online classes. 
Clarify question to read an 
orientation to online 
learning. 
The college requires new online 
students to complete an orientation to 
online learning prior to registering in 
online courses. 
43 Online testing accommodates 
the range of student internet 
access platforms (high-speed, 
smart phones tablets, etc.) 
Change first part of 
question to read access to 
online courses and testing. 
Access to online courses and testing 
accommodates the range of student 
internet access platforms (high-
speed, smart phones, tablets, etc.) 
47 Access to the college’s technical 
support is available via a range 
of technologies and aligned to 
meet the schedules of online 
faculty and students. 
Clarify question to read 
colleges online course 
technical support. 
Access to the college’s online course 
technical support is available via a 
range of technologies and aligned to 
meet the schedules of online faculty 
and students. 
51 The college’s online programs 
are consistent with the 
institution’s mission. 
Change question to read 
online instruction is 
consistent with the 
college’s mission. 
Online instruction is consistent with 
the college’s mission. 
55 The college has processes in 
place to measure progress in 
meeting online education goals. 
Add the word institutional 
before online education 
goals.  
The college has processes in place to 
measure progress in meeting 
institutional online education goals. 
59 The college has obtained the 
necessary accreditation for 
online programs. 
Add the words regional and 
programmatic before 
accreditation.  
The college has obtained the 
necessary regional and programmatic 
accreditation for online programs. 
64 The college’s leadership openly 
defends the quality and 
equivalence of online courses 
and programs. 
Suggest that this item be 
deleted 
Item deleted 
67 Marketing of online programs 
emphasizes the skills needed for 
student success and clearly 
articulates that the academic 
expectations and time 
commitments are consistent 
with traditional classroom 
instruction. 
Suggest that this item be 
deleted 
Item deleted 
68 Marketing of online programs 
clearly articulates the skills, 
academic expectations and time 
commitment needed to be 
successful in online courses. 
Change the word marketing 
to the promotion of online 
programs. 
The promotion of online programs 
clearly articulates the skills, 
academic expectations and time 
commitment needed to be successful 
in online courses. 
76 The college promotes the use of 
standardized internet tools in the 
delivery of its online courses. 
Change the word promotes 
to encourages 
The college encourages the use of 
standardized internet tools in the 
delivery of its online courses. 
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Table 12: Refinement of Survey Items Based on Cognitive Interviews Continued 
 
Participant 
Administrator 
Original Survey Item Proposed Change Revised Survey Item 
Survey 
Item 
1 The college requires training for 
all faculty pursuing online 
teaching for the first time. 
Add quality after requires The college requires quality training 
for all faculty pursuing online 
teaching for the first time. 
14 The college supports new online 
faculty by providing 
instructional designers to assist 
with a faculty members initial 
experience teaching online. 
Suggest that this item be 
deleted 
Item deleted 
29 Online assessment and 
evaluation tools are password 
protected to insure anonymity of 
respondents. 
Clarify to read student 
online assessment 
Student online assessment and 
evaluation tools are password 
protected to insure anonymity of 
respondents. 
38 The college requires online 
students to complete an online 
learning preparedness screening 
prior to enrollment in online 
courses. 
Add successfully before 
complete online learning 
preparedness. 
The college requires online students 
to successfully complete an online 
learning preparedness screening prior 
to enrollment in online classes. 
45 Online students have full online 
access to the library electronic 
resources needed to support 
their online programs. 
Clarify to read have full 
and easy online access. 
Online students have full and easy 
online access to the library electronic 
resources needed to support their 
online programs. 
58 The college communicates 
recognition of the value and 
academic equivalence of online 
programs to all stakeholders. 
Clarify to read online 
programs to on-campus 
programs. 
The college communicates 
recognition of the value and 
academic equivalence of online 
programs to on-campus programs to 
all stakeholders. 
64 The college’s leadership openly 
defends the quality and 
equivalence of online courses 
and programs. 
Suggest that this item be 
deleted 
Item deleted 
67 Marketing of online programs 
emphasizes the skills needed for 
student success and clearly 
articulates that the academic 
expectations and time 
commitments are consistent 
with traditional classroom 
instruction. 
Suggest that this item be 
deleted 
Item deleted 
71 Integrated access to electronic 
resources is available in support 
of online education 
Clarify to read single sign-
on access. 
Single sign-on access to electronic 
resources is available in support of 
online education. 
 Not Applicable (N/A) Suggest adding this item The college devotes sufficient 
resources to allow students to access 
distance learning programs on 
campus. 
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Variables in the Study 
This study investigated the perceptions of administrators and faculty to institutional 
support for online education in Florida’s College System.  The independent variables in this 
study included institution, role, and level of experience with online education.  The dependent 
variables were administrator perceptions of institutional support, faculty perceptions of 
institutional support, faculty support, student support, and institutional commitment.  Table 13 
illustrates how the study variables and collection of data are aligned.  
Table 13: Alignment of Variables to Data Collection 
 
 Variables Data Collection Item(s) 
IV Institution Online Learning Institutional  
Support Survey (OLISS) 
Unique Survey Link 
Role (Administrator, Faculty) Online Learning Institutional  
Support Survey (OLISS) 
3 
Level of Experience with Online 
Education 
Online Learning Institutional  
Support Survey (OLISS) 
4 
DV Administrator Perceptions of Institutional 
Support 
Online Learning Institutional  
Support Survey (OLISS) 
1-55 
Faculty Perceptions of Institutional 
Support 
Online Learning Institutional  
Support Survey (OLISS) 
1-55 
Faculty Support Online Learning Institutional  
Support Survey (OLISS) 
1 - 8 
Student Support Online Learning Institutional  
Support Survey (OLISS) 
9 - 25 
Institutional Commitment  Online Learning Institutional  
Support Survey (OLISS) 
26 - 55 
 Key: 
IV   = Independent Variable 
D V = Dependent Variable 
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Data Collection 
To appropriately respond to the research questions posed, data were collected using the 
Online Learning Institutional Support Survey (OLISS).  The instrument development and 
validation procedures for the OLISS were discussed in the preceding section.  Table 14 
illustrates how the research questions and collection of data are aligned.  
Table 14: Alignment of Research Questions to Data Collection 
 
 Research Question Data Collection Items 
1 What are administrator’s perceptions 
of institutional support for online 
education in Florida’s College 
System? 
Online Learning 
Institutional Support 
Survey (OLISS) 
 
 
 
1 - 55 
2 What are faculty perceptions of 
institutional support for online 
education at Florida’s state in Florida’s 
College System? 
Online Learning 
Institutional Support 
Survey (OLISS) 
 
 
 
1 - 55 
3 How do perceptions of institutional 
support for online education differ 
between administrators and faculty in 
Florida’s College System? 
Online Learning 
Institutional Support 
Survey (OLISS) 
 
 
Role (item 3) 
 
1 - 55 
4 How do perceptions of institutional 
support for online education differ 
between administrators and faculty in 
relation to their level of experience 
with online education? 
Online Learning 
Institutional Support 
Survey (OLISS) 
 
 
Level of Experience (item 2) 
Role (item 3) 
 
1 - 55 
Survey Procedures  
When administering surveys, minimizing survey errors assures the integrity of the data 
collected (Groves, 1989).  The various types of survey errors include coverage, sampling, 
nonresponse, and measurement (Groves, 1989).  Coverage errors occur if the study sample 
selected is not representative of the total population. Sampling errors occur when the sample 
chosen from the total population limits survey results.  Nonresponse errors occur when study 
participants do not respond to all survey questions, and measurement errors occur when 
participants do not properly respond to the survey questions (Dillman, Smyth & Christian, 2009). 
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In this study, to address concerns related to survey errors, features of the Tailored Design 
Survey Method were implemented.  Tailored Design is a method of conducting sample surveys 
that focuses on reducing survey errors (Dillman, Smyth & Christian, 2009).   
To minimize coverage errors, a purposeful sampling method was used to identify 
administrators and faculty involved in online education at Florida’s state and community 
colleges.  Due to the small sample of administrator participants, external validity for this group 
was low and may not allow for generalizability of the study findings (Ary, Jacobs & Razavieh, 
2002).  To encourage faculty to complete the survey, the instrument was administered 
electronically, and reminders were sent out intermittently during the data collection period.  To 
address nonresponse errors, cognitive interviews were conducted with individuals who were 
representative of the study population.  In addition, the electronic administration of the survey 
allowed for settings to be chosen that let participants know when they had not completed all 
items.  Measurement errors were minimized as the survey utilizes a four-point Likert scale - 
Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, and Strongly Disagree – including A Don’t Know option.  The 
Don’t Know option was included to ensure that participants could make a selection if they were 
unable to choose a response on the scale.  
To address concerns related to confidentiality, to encourage an optimal response rate, and 
to provide easier access to the data, the survey was administered electronically via the web-based 
survey platform Survey Monkey.  Participants provided informed consent, and responses were 
anonymous as unique identifying information was not requested.  
Data Analysis 
After the collection period for the online survey closed, survey data were collected and 
analyzed using Mplus and SPSS statistical software.  One of the first analyses to be conducted 
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was a Factor Analysis.  This was done to confirm the instrument’s construct validity.  Factor 
analysis is a statistical procedure that seeks out correlations among a large set of variables to 
reduce the variables into a smaller number of common factors (Ary, Jacobs & Razavieh, 2002).  
As discussed in the survey development section of this chapter, the items used in the OLISS 
were adapted from Hirner’s 77 quality indicators (Hirner, 2008) and re-categorized into 3 
subgroups from the 6 subgroups he utilized.  Feedback from participants who took the survey 
online and those who participated in cognitive interviews assisted in reducing the OLISS to 55 
items.   
For research question one, to determine administrator’s perceptions of institutional 
support for online education, descriptive statistics were presented.  Descriptive statistics are 
statistical procedures used for summarizing, organizing, graphing, and describing data (Glass & 
Hopkins, 1996).  Descriptive statistics calculated for each survey item included means, standard 
deviations, and standard error of the mean.  For research question two, to determine faculty 
perceptions of institutional support for online education, descriptive statistics were also 
presented.     
To respond to research question three, a one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was 
run to compare perceptions of administrators and faculty.  An ANOVA is a statistical analysis 
that compares the means of two or more independent groups to determine if there are differences 
between group means (Glass & Hopkins, 1996).  To respond to research question four, a multiple 
regression analysis was run to examine the relationship between the two predictor variables (role 
and experience level) and each of the six dependent variables.  Table 15 provides an overview of 
the data analysis processes that were detailed in the preceding section. 
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Table 15: Alignment of Research Questions to Data Analysis  
 
Research Question Data Collection Survey Items Analysis 
1 What are administrators’ 
perceptions of institutional 
support for online education in 
Florida’s College System? 
Online Learning 
Institutional Support 
Survey (OLISS) 
 
 
1 -55 Factor Analysis, 
Descriptive statistics, 
means, standard 
deviations, standard 
error of mean 
2 What are faculty perceptions of 
institutional support for online 
education in Florida’s College 
System? 
Online Learning 
Institutional Support 
Survey (OLISS) 
 
 
1 -55 Descriptive statistics, 
means, standard 
deviations, standard 
error of mean 
3 How do perceptions of 
institutional support for online 
education differ between 
administrators and faculty in 
Florida’s College System? 
Online Learning 
Institutional Support 
Survey (OLISS) 
 
 
Role (item 3) Inferential Statistics 
One-way ANOVA, 
applicable post-hoc 
tests  
1 -55 
4 How do perceptions of 
institutional support for online 
education differ between 
administrators and faculty in 
relation to their level of 
experience with online 
education? 
Online Learning 
Institutional Support 
Survey (OLISS) 
 
Level of Experience  
(item 2) 
 
Role (item 3) 
 
1 -55 
Multiple regression 
analysis 
 
Summary Chapter Three 
This chapter provided an overview of the method and research design used for this study, 
including the various phases of the research process.  To respond to the research questions posed, 
a survey design was chosen for this quantitative study.  Because survey designs rely heavily on 
the integrity of the survey instrument for data collection and analysis, the survey instrument 
development and validation process was discussed in detail.  Survey procedures, data collection 
and analysis were also covered in this chapter.  Chapter 4 presents the results of the data 
analysis.   
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Chapter Four: Results 
Overview   
The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions of administrators and faculty to 
institutional support for online education in Florida’s College System.  This chapter presents the 
results of the study.  The chapter begins with an overview of the demographic information of 
participants followed by a discussion of the data analysis.  The first analysis conducted was a 
factor analysis; this analysis was completed to confirm the latent constructs underlying the 
survey questions.  The chapter continues with details of the various analyses used to answer each 
research question; these include descriptive statistics to respond to research questions one and 
two, a one-way ANOVA to respond to research question three, and a multiple regression analysis 
to respond to research question four.  The chapter concludes with a summary of the results.  The 
research questions that guided this study were:   
Research Question One (RQ1): What are administrators’ perceptions of institutional 
support for online education in Florida’s College System? 
Research Question Two (RQ2): What are faculty perceptions of institutional support for 
online education in Florida’s College System? 
Research Question Three (RQ3): How do perceptions of institutional support for online 
education differ between administrators and faculty in Florida’s College System? 
Research Question Four (RQ4): How do perceptions of institutional support for online 
education differ between administrators and faculty in relation to their level of experience with 
online education? 
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Demographic Information  
Administrators and faculty employed with the 28 institutions in Florida’s College System 
were invited to participate in this study.  Two hundred seventy-seven administrators and faculty 
from 21 institutions participated in the study, but the majority of participants were from 7 
institutions.  Table 16: Participants by Institution, displays this information.  
Table 16: Participants by Institution 
 
 
Number of Institutions 
 
Number of Participants 
Responding from Institution 
 
Number of Institutions X Number of 
Participants Responding from 
Institution 
7 0 0 
8 1 8 
3 2 6 
   
1 5 5 
1 6 6 
1 8 8 
   
1 12 12 
1 13 13 
1 21 21 
1 23 23 
   
1 30 30 
1 71 71 
1 74 74 
   
28  277 
 
To encourage higher participation rates and reduce participants’ concerns about 
confidentiality, demographic details collected were limited to participants’ role and level of 
experience with online education.  For this study, the role of Administrator was operationally 
defined as administrators of online education and instructional technology staff. The role of 
Faculty was operationally defined as full-time and adjunct faculty.  In the role category, 9 % of 
participants selected the Administrator of Online Education role and 9% chose the role 
Instructional Technology Staff.  Approximately 47% of participants selected the full-time faculty 
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role, while 33% of participants selected the adjunct faculty role.  In regards to experience with 
online education, 60% of participants rated themselves as highly experienced, 36% as somewhat 
experienced, and approximately 3% as having little or no experience.  A little over 1% of 
participants did not respond to demographic questions.  A total of 273 individuals consented to 
participate in the study.  Table 17 illustrates these demographic details. 
Table 17: Demographic Details  
 
Role Participants Percent 
Administrator of Online Education 25 9.0 
Instructional Technology Staff 25 9.0 
Full Time Faculty 131 47.3 
Adjunct Faculty 92 33.2 
Missing 4 1.4 
Total 277 100 
  
Experience   
Little or no Experience 8 2.9 
Somewhat Experienced 99 35.7 
Highly Experienced 166 60.0 
Missing 4 1.4 
Total 277 100 
 
Factor Analysis  
 
The content for the survey instrument used in this study was provided by Hirner’s 2008 
dissertation research.  One of the stated purposes of Hirner’s study was to identify indicators that 
could be used to create an instrument to evaluate the quality of online programs at community 
colleges (Hirner, 2008, p. 5).  The purpose of the instrument developed for use in this study was 
to assess perceptions of administrators and faculty of institutional support for online education.  
The instrument - Online Learning Institutional Support Survey (OLISS) (Appendix E), uses 
items from Hirner’s research with permission (Appendix C).  
In Chapter Three, the initial processes used to test the validity and reliability of the 
OLISS were outlined.  The factor analysis detailed in this chapter provides additional evidence 
of the reliability of the latent constructs underlying the survey questions.  The OLISS utilizes a 
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4-point Likert scale ranging from 1 to 4 where 1= Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 
and 4 = Strongly Agree.  An option to select “Don’t Know” is also included in the survey and 
“Don’t Know” items were treated as missing data in the analysis.  The original OLISS 
instrument consisted of 55 items divided among three groups:  Group One = Faculty Support - 8 
items, Group Two = Student Support - 17 items, and Group Three = Institutional Commitment – 
30 items. 
An initial scan of the 55 variables in the data set revealed that missing data were a 
concern.  Missing data, which consisted of don’t know and no responses, ranged from a low of 
28 to a high of 119 responses per item (see Appendix O for the number of don’t know and no 
response for the 55 items). To handle the missing data Mplus was used for the exploratory factor 
analysis instead of SPSS.  Mplus uses Full Information Maximum Likelihood (FIML) to handle 
missing data and considers the nested data structure (respondents nested within institutions).  
The 55 items from the OLISS were analyzed in Mplus using 4, 6, 8, and 10 factor 
solutions.  Parameters in the exploratory factor analysis were estimated using robust maximum 
likelihood estimation (MLR).  The factors were viewed as correlated so an oblique rotation was 
used (Geomin). The 8 and 10 factor options did not converge. The four-factor solution ran 
successfully but a review of the items in each category indicated that it was possible to extract 
additional factors.  The six-factor solution produced the most satisfactory results.  Items with 
pattern coefficients (loadings) below .350 were not included in the final extraction.   
After reviewing the results of the factor analysis, 47 items with factor loadings above 
.350 were selected for extraction.  The following eight items: 8, 12, 15, 20, 21, 23, 36, 41, with 
loadings below .350, were not retained.  The labels assigned to the 6 latent constructs identified 
for the 47 items were:  Faculty Teaching and Technology Support (FTTS), Student Readiness for 
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Online Learning (SROL), Institutional Commitment to Online Learning (ICOL), Student 
Services and Technology Infrastructure (SSTI), Online Learning Access and Administration 
(OLAA), and Online Learning Evaluation and Assessment (OLEA).  Table 18: Factor Pattern 
Coefficients from Exploratory Factor Analysis illustrates the factor loadings for the 55 initial 
items. The factor analysis was conducted with an oblique rotation, N = 252. 
 
  
 62 
Table 18: Factor Pattern Coefficients from Exploratory Factor Analysis  
Survey Items FFTTS SROL ICOL SSTI OLAA OLEA 
1. The college provides adequate technical, design and 
pedagogical support for faculty in the development of their 
online course(s) 
0.686 0.035 0.017 0.091  0.244  0.097  
2. The college has adequate hardware, software and technical 
staff to assist faculty teaching online with the incorporation of 
audio and visual content in the development of their online 
course(s) 
0.619 -0.036 0.007 0.387 -0.035  0.062  
3. The college supports faculty teaching online with the 
assistance of instructional designers, or offers faculty the 
necessary training to fulfill the role of an instructional designer 
in the development of their online course(s) 
0.693 0.019 0.025 0.078 0.183  0.060  
4. The college's technical support center has the hardware, 
software and trained staff to provide technological support to all 
students, faculty and staff 
0.434 0.117 0.090 0.335  -0.063  -0.032  
5. The college provides faculty teaching online with the 
necessary technology to develop and deliver their online course 
0.528 0.030 0.089 0.250  0.067  -0.054  
6. Online instruction that meets or exceeds institutional standards 
is recognized and encouraged as part of faculty advancement 
criteria 
0.256 0.180 0.358 -0.054  0.182  0.070  
7. Faculty teaching online are evaluated based upon online 
delivery, instructional methods, and practice. 
0.023 0.346 0.377 -0.044  -0.030  0.233  
8. The college has a procedure in place for faculty to receive 
regular and objective feedback from students about their online 
courses(s) and instruction 
-0.008 0.205 0.082 0.212  0.239  0.218  
9. The college provides prospective online students with the 
necessary information (expectations, needed skills, program 
requirements, etc.) to make an informed decision about enrolling 
in online courses or programs 
-0.019 0.457 0.030 0.235  0.118  0.105  
10. The college requires online students to successfully complete 
an online learning preparedness screening prior to enrollment in 
online courses 
-0.046 0.904 0.047 0.036  -0.065  0.012  
11. The college requires new online students to complete an 
orientation to online learning prior to registering in online 
courses 
0.025 0.840 0.043 0.019  0.020  -0.020  
12. Information related to the college’s online programs, such as 
schedules, catalogs, policies and procedures, are accessible via a 
range of technology platforms (website, mobile apps, tablets, 
etc.) 
0.043 0.340 0.055 0.301  0.146  0.062  
13. The college provides students with adequate communication 
options for obtaining assistance and contacting support services 
0.005 0.339 -0.132 0.464  0.221  0.045  
14. The college's on-site testing services or off-site proctored 
testing services meet the needs of students taking courses online 
and faculty teaching online courses 
0.009 0.095 0.008 0.402  0.265  -0.025  
15. The college’s computer lab and library personnel are familiar 
with distance learning applications and are trained in best 
practices to serve distance learning students 
0.156 0.143 0.056 0.304 0.314 -0.033 
16. The college's enrollment procedures are easily accessible to 
online students 
0.048 0.188 0.114 0.415 0.114 -0.076 
17. The college's registration and fee payment systems are easily 
accessible to online students 
0.046 0.129 0.111 0.461 0.108 -0.054 
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Table 18: Factor Pattern Coefficients from Exploratory Factor Analysis Continued 
Survey Items FTTS SROL ICOL SSTI OLAA OLEA 
18. Access to all student services such as advising library, career 
services, professional development and networking opportunities 
are available to online students 
-0.003 0.097 0.052 0.224 0.371 0.041 
19. Online students have full and easy online access to the library 
electronic resources needed to support their online programs 
0.118 0.020 -0.071 0.132 0.534 0.046 
20. Access to the college’s online course technical support is 
available via a range of technologies and aligned to meet the 
schedules of students taking online courses and faculty teaching 
them 
0.027 0.196 -0.006 0.325 0.256 0.120 
21. The college’s learning management system is reliable and 
available consistently from semester to semester 
0.149 -0.035 -0.036 0.316 0.341 -0.140 
22. The college has the appropriate technologies to support 
students with disabilities in online learning 
0.017 0.227 -0.053 0.232 0.399 0.044 
23. The college has established effective policies and 
technologies to verify the identity of students taking online 
courses 
-0.185 0.229 0.169 0.310 0.087 0.186 
24. Access to online course and testing accommodates the range 
of student internet access platforms (high-speed, smart phones, 
tablets, etc.) 
0.101 0.290 -0.046 0.546 0.110 -0.037 
25. Student online assessment and evaluation tools are password 
protected to insure the anonymity of respondents 
0024 0.101 0.036 0.347 0.371 -0.099 
26. Online education is consistent with the institution's mission 0.033 0.006 0.474 -0.151 0.530 -0.052 
27. The college views online learning as a strategic priority 0.181 0.047 0.769 -0.023 0.020 -0.195 
28. The college's online program is overseen by an institutional 
leader with the authority to organize the academic and support 
services necessary for student success 
0.208 0.205 0.525 0.043 0.087 0.010 
29. The college's administration encourages the use of best 
practices for online instruction in all their distance education 
courses/programs 
0.047 0.029 0.588 -0.069 0.261 0.168 
30. The college is committed to supporting the scheduling of 
online courses that meet the degree requirements of all students 
currently enrolled in an online program 
0.031 -0.119 0.602 0.067 0.308  -.0.017  
31. The college's leadership acknowledges their commitment to 
the needs of online students 
0.088 -0.043 0.763 0.171 -0.024  -0.001  
32. The college communicates recognition of the value and 
academic equivalence of online programs to on campus 
programs to all stakeholders 
-0.128 0.014 0.785 0.013 0.014  0.179  
33. The college has obtained the necessary regional and 
programmatic accreditation for its online programs 
-0.168 -0.240 0.367 0.145 0.530  -0.015  
34. The college's organizational structure encourages student and 
academic services to work together in support of the needs of 
online students 
0.060 0.079 0.398 0.392  0.031  0.042  
35. The college's administration actively encourages stakeholders 
in different departments across the college to collaborate in 
support of online education 
0.100 -0.017 0.611 0.307 -0.093  0.034  
36. The college has established clear and consistent policies and 
procedures for online education 
-0.041 0.142 0.337 0.242  0.174  0.208  
37. The college's leadership demands that online programs meet 
the same programmatic requirements as on campus programs 
-0.181 0.035 0.319 0.091  0.368  0.231  
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Table 18: Factor Pattern Coefficients from Exploratory Factor Analysis Continued 
Survey Items FTTS SROL ICOL SSTI OLAA OLEA 
38. The college's marketing plan includes promotion of online 
courses and programs 
-0.107 0.141 0.616 0.213  -0.082  -0.051  
39. The promotion of online programs clearly articulates the 
skills, academic expectations and time commitment needed to be 
successful in online courses 
-0.155 0.234 0.396 0.360  0.005  0.040  
40. The college provides the financial resources necessary to 
support the technical infrastructure, training, and support services 
required for online courses and programs 
0.163 0.067 0.230 0.593  -0.012  -0.059  
41. The tuition and fees of online courses and programs are 
comparable to on campus options 
0.128 -0.007 0.180 -0.023  0.290  0.124  
42. The college has a process for reviewing new online courses 
to insure the quality of the subject matter and verify that the 
course meets program outcomes 
0.052 0.210 -0.080 0.167  -0.057  0.761  
43. The college has a process for reviewing existing online 
courses to ensure the continued quality of the course content 
0.053 0.211 0.101 -0.019  0.001  0.775  
44. The college requires that online courses meet the same 
learning outcomes as traditional classes 
-0.006 -0.052 0.037 -0.029 0.532 0.431  
45. The college has established institutionally supported best 
practices for online courses 
0.108 0.069 0.093 -0.028 0.390 0.481  
46. Student learning outcomes in online courses are assessed and 
compared with student outcomes achieved by other delivery 
methods 
-0.124 -0.026 -0.010 0.284 0.323 0.433  
47. The college solicits input from online faculty regarding the 
range of services and policies supporting online learning 
-0.002 -0.009 0.568 0.203 -0.023 0.114  
48. The college has processes in place to measure progress in 
meeting institutional online education goals 
0.019 -0.083 0.525 0.170 0.062 0.319  
49. The college has sufficient network infrastructure (bandwidth, 
servers) to deliver online courses 
-0.027 -0.040 0.032 0.777 -0.031 0.003  
50. The college has an efficient method of archiving and 
restoring courses from semester to semester 
0.082 -0.149 -0.021 0.904 -0.182 0.013  
51. The college's information management systems (student 
information, course management, e-mail, etc.) interface smoothly 
across the institution 
-0.040 0.010 0.001 0.679 0.006 -0.029  
52. Integrated access (single sign-on) to the college's information 
management systems is available in support of online education 
-0.296 0.041 0.064 0.637 0.034 0.071  
53. Technology resources needed to support online education are 
included in the college's budget and execution cycles 
0.213 -0.152 0.182 0.450 0.155 0.032  
54. The college encourages the use of standardized internet tools 
in the delivery of its online courses 
-0.029 -0.073 0.173 0.482 0.087 0.213  
55. The college provides sufficient on-campus resources 
(computer labs, wi-fi) to allow students to access distance 
learning courses 
-0.023 -0.041 0.085 0.619 -0.014 0.084  
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To measure the consistency of the items in each scale, reliability scores were calculated 
using Cronbach’s alpha.  Cronbach’s alpha is a measure of scale reliability with a range from 0 
to 1.  A reliability coefficient of 0.70 or higher is considered acceptable and the closer to 1 the 
greater the internal consistency of the items in the scale (Field, 2013).  Results from the analysis 
produced Cronbach’s scores for each scale that ranged from a low of 0.847 to a high of 0.953.  
The range of scores indicated high internal consistency and confirmed the groupings of items 
within the scales. Table 19, Reliability Statistics for Scales illustrates this information. 
Table 19: Reliability Statistics for Scales 
 
Scales 
 
Items Cronbach's 
Alpha 
N of Items Valid 
Cases 
Faculty Teaching and Technology Support  
(FTTS) 
1, 2, 3, 4, 5 0.884 5 232 
Student Readiness for Online Learning 
(SROL) 
9, 10, 11 0.847 3 165 
Institutional Commitment to Online Learning  
(ICOL) 
6, 7, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 
32, 34, 35, 38, 39, 47, 48 
0.953 14 94 
Student Services and Technology 
Infrastructure  
(SSTI) 
13, 14 16, 17, 24, 40, 49, 
50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55 
0.909 13 100 
Online Learning Access and Administration 
(OLAA)  
18, 19, 22, 25, 26, 33, 37, 
44 
0.860 8 104 
Online Learning Evaluation and Assessment 
 (OLEA) 
42, 43, 45, 46 0.876 4 159 
Total   47  
 
After completing the factor analysis and calculating the reliability scores, the 6 scales 
resulting from the factor analysis were: Faculty Teaching and Technology Support (FTTS) – 5 
items, Student Readiness for Online Learning (SROL) – 3 items, Institutional Commitment to 
Online Learning (ICOL) – 14 items, Student Services and Technology Infrastructure (SSTI) – 13 
items, Online Learning Access and Administration (OLAA) – 8 items, and Online Learning 
Evaluation and Assessment (OLEA) – 4 items.  The correlations for the scales are reported in 
Table 20: Correlation Matrix for Scales. Please note in the table, numbers in parenthesis are 
sample sizes. 
 66 
Table 20: Correlation Matrix for Scales 
 
Scale FTTS SROL ICOL SSTI OLAA OLEA 
Faculty Teaching and 
Technology Support 
(FTTS) 
1 0.359** 0.607** 0.609** 0.562** 0.449** 
 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
(232) 184 194 203 206 189 
Student Readiness for 
Online Learning 
(SROL) 
.359** 1 0.560** 0.524** 0.495** 0.535** 
0.000  0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
(184) 192 166 171 177 162 
Institutional 
Commitment to 
Online Learning 
(ICOL) 
0.607** 0.560** 1 0.743** 0.737** 0.684** 
0.000 0.000  0.000 0.000 0.000 
(194) 166 204 193 195 180 
Student Services and 
Technology 
Infrastructure 
(SSTI) 
0.609** 0.524** 0.743** 1 0.725** 0.598** 
0.000 0.000 0.000  0.000 0.000 
(203) 171 193 213 201 186 
Online Learning 
Access and 
Administration 
(OLAA) 
0.562** 0.495** 0.737** 0.725** 1 0.680** 
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000  0.000 
(206) 177 195 201 217 188 
Online Learning 
Evaluation and 
Assessment 
(OLEA) 
0.449** 0.535** 0.684** 0.598** 0.680** 1 
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000  
(189) 162 180 186 188 195 
       
Note: All correlations were statistically significant (p ≤ .001). 
 
Descriptive statistics for each scale were also examined. The N for each scale varied due 
to don’t know and missing responses.  Mean scores ranged from a low of (M = 2.44, SD = 0.81) 
to a high of (M = 3.23, SD = 0.48).  Skewness and Kurtosis values were in the normal range. 
Table 21: Descriptive Statistics of Scales illustrates this information. 
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Table 21: Descriptive Statistics of Scales  
 
Scales 
 
N Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Skewness Kurtosis 
Faculty Teaching and Technology 
Support (FTTS) 
247 3.187 0.569 -0.308 -0.021 
Student Readiness for Online Learning 
(SROL) 
192 2.441 0.808 0.227 -0.557 
Institutional Commitment to Online 
Learning (ICOL) 
204 2.946 0.657 -0.299 -0.210 
Student Services and Technology 
Infrastructure (SSTI) 
213 3.101 0.538 -0.141 -0.001 
Online Learning Access and 
Administration (OLAA)  
217 3.228 0.482 -0.382 0.737 
Online Learning Evaluation and 
Assessment (OLEA) 
195 2.935 0.745 -0.286 -0.372 
 
To compute the mean for a scale participants had to respond to at least 60% of the items 
within a scale (e.g., for a five item scale the participant had to answer at least 3 of the 5 items). 
Total responses in each scale ranged from a low of 70% to a high of 90%.  Table 22: Response 
Summary provides a summary of responses within each scale.  
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Table 22: Response Summary   
 
 
 
 
Scale 
 
 
 
Role 
 
 
 
Total N by 
Role 
 
 
 
Don't Know or 
Missing 
 
Total 
Responses 
Excluding 
Don’t Know 
and Missing 
 
 
 
Response 
Percent 
Faculty Teaching and 
Technology Support 
(FTTS) 
  
  
  
  
Administrator of Online 
Education 
25 3 22 88% 
Instructional Technology Staff 25 5 20 80% 
Full Time Faculty 131 6 125 95% 
Adjunct Faculty 92 12 80 87% 
Totals by Scale 273 26 247 90% 
Student Readiness for 
Online Learning (SROL) 
  
  
  
  
Administrator of Online 
Education 
25 3 22 88% 
Instructional Technology Staff 25 5 20 80% 
Full Time Faculty 131 31 100 76% 
Adjunct Faculty 92 42 50 54% 
Total 273 81 192 70% 
Institutional Commitment 
to Online Learning (ICOL) 
  
  
  
  
Administrator of Online 
Education 
25 5 20 80% 
Instructional Technology Staff 25 9 16 64% 
Full Time Faculty 131 25 106 81% 
Adjunct Faculty 92 30 62 67% 
Total 273 69 204 75% 
Student Services and 
Technology Infrastructure 
(SSTI) 
  
  
  
  
Administrator of Online 
Education 
25 6 19 76% 
Instructional Technology Staff 25 6 19 76% 
Full Time Faculty 131 23 108 82% 
Adjunct Faculty 92 25 67 73% 
Total 273 60 213 78% 
Online Learning Access 
and Administration 
(OLAA) 
  
  
  
  
Administrator of Online 
Education 
25 4 21 84% 
Instructional Technology Staff 25 6 19 76% 
Full Time Faculty 131 23 108 82% 
Adjunct Faculty 92 23 69 75% 
Total 273 56 217 79% 
Online Learning Evaluation 
and Assessment (OLEA) 
  
  
  
Administrator of Online 
Education 
25 6 19 76% 
Instructional Technology Staff 25 7 18 72% 
Full Time Faculty 131 27 104 79% 
Adjunct Faculty 92 38 54 59% 
Total 273 78 195 71% 
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Research Question One  
 
Research Question One (RQ1): What are administrator’s perceptions of institutional 
support for online education in Florida’s college system?  For this study, administrators include 
the groups administrators of online education and instructional technology staff.  Perceptions of 
these groups to institutional support for online education are discussed within the context of the 
scales identified in the preceding section.  A 4-point Likert ranging from 1 to 4 was used where 
1= Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, and 4 = Strongly Agree. 
In the area of Faculty Teaching and Technology Support (FTTS), the mean score for 
administrators of online education was (M = 3.08, SD = 0.69) while the mean score for 
instructional technology staff was (M = 3.09, SD = 0.41). Both groups provided mean ratings (M 
≥ 3), thus both groups agreed that their institutions are providing faculty the appropriate training 
and technology support to engage in online education.   
In regards to Student Readiness for Online Learning (SROL), the mean score for 
administrators of online education was (M = 2.32, SD = 0.72) while the mean score for 
instructional technology staff was (M = 2.23, SD = 0.69), these scores indicate that both groups 
perceive that their institutions need to do more to address Student’s Readiness for Online 
Learning. 
In the area of Institutional Commitment to Online Education (ICOL), the mean score for 
administrators of online education was (M = 2.76, SD = 0.64) while the mean score for 
instructional technology staff was (M = 2.67, SD = 0.85).  The mean scores in this category 
indicate that instructional technology staff perceive a greater need for institutional commitment 
to online learning than administrators of online education.  
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As it relates to Student Services and Technology Infrastructure (SSTI), the mean score 
for administrators of online education was (M = 3.12, SD = 0.52) while the mean score for 
instructional technology staff was (M = 2.92, SD = 0.62).  Both groups provided mean ratings (M 
≥ 3), thus both groups agreed that their institutions have the necessary student services and 
technology infrastructure in place to support online education. 
In the area of Online Learning Access and Administration (OLAA), the mean score for 
administrators of online education was (M = 3.30, SD = 0.36), while the mean score for 
instructional technology staff was (M = 3.11, SD = 0.57).  Both administrators of online 
education and instructional technology staff provided mean ratings (M ≥ 3) thus both groups 
agreed that their institutions provide appropriate institutional access to and administration of 
online learning.  
In regards to Online Learning Evaluation and Assessment (OLEA), the mean score for 
administrators of online education was (M = 2.88, SD = 0.80), while the mean score for 
instructional technology staff was (M = 2.70, SD = 0.80). The mean scores in this category 
indicate that instructional technology staff perceive a greater need for institutional oversight of 
online learning evaluation and assessment.  
Research Question Two  
 
Research Question Two (RQ2): What are faculty perceptions of institutional support for 
online education in Florida’s college system?  For this study, faculty is operationally defined as 
full-time and adjunct faculty.   
In the area of Faculty Teaching and Technology Support (FTTS), the mean score for full 
time faculty was (M = 3.19, SD = 0.63) while the mean score for adjunct faculty was (M = 3.24, 
SD = 0.55). Both groups provided mean ratings (M ≥ 3), thus both groups agreed that their 
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institutions are providing faculty the appropriate training and technology support to engage in 
online education.   
In regards to Student Readiness for Online Learning (SROL), the mean score for full time 
faculty was (M = 2.33, SD = 0.79) while the mean score for adjunct faculty was (M = 2.81, SD = 
0.82).  These scores indicate that full-time faculty perceive a greater need for institutions to 
address student readiness for online learning than adjunct faculty.   
In the area of Institutional Commitment to Online Education (ICOL), the mean score for 
full time faculty was (M = 2.89, SD = 0.63) while the mean score for adjunct faculty was (M = 
3.18, SD = 0.59).  Mean scores in this category indicate that full time faculty perceive a greater 
need for institutional commitment to online learning than adjunct faculty.  
As it relates to Student Services and Technology Infrastructure (SSTI), the mean score 
for full time faculty was (M = 3.04, SD = 0.53) while the mean score for adjunct faculty was (M 
= 3.23, SD = 0.52).  Both groups provided mean ratings (M ≥ 3), thus both groups agreed that 
their institutions have the necessary student services and technology infrastructure in place to 
support online education. 
In the area of Online Learning Access and Administration (OLAA), the mean score for 
full time faculty was (M = 3.22, SD = 0.46), while the mean score for adjunct faculty (M = 3.25, 
SD = 0.52).  Both full time and adjunct faculty provided mean ratings (M ≥ 3) thus both groups 
agreed that their institutions provide appropriate institutional access to and administration of 
online learning.  
In regards to Online Learning Evaluation and Assessment (OLEA), the mean score for 
full time faculty was (M = 2.86, SD = 0.77), while the mean score for adjunct faculty was (M = 
3.19, SD = 0.61). The mean scores in this category indicate that full time faculty perceive a 
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greater need for institutional oversight of online learning evaluation and assessment than adjunct 
faculty.  
Table 23: Administrator and Faculty Perceptions of Institutional Support illustrates the 
results of research questions 1 and 2 and details additional descriptive statistics.   
Table 23: Administrator and Faculty Perceptions of Institutional Support  
 
 
 
N 
 
M 
 
SD 
 
Min 
 
Max 
 
Skewness 
 
Kurtosis 
Faculty Teaching 
and Technology 
Support  
(FTTS) 
Administrator of 
Online Education 22 3.079 0.693 1.00 4.00 -0.998 2.725 
Instructional 
Technology Staff 20 3.090 0.412 2.60 4.00 0.997 0.679 
Full Time Faculty 125 3.187 0.632 1.20 4.00 -0.345 0-.433 
Adjunct Faculty 80 3.241 0.549 2.00 4.00 0.020 -1.072 
Total 247 3.187 0.596 1.00 4.00 -0.308 0.021 
Student Readiness 
for Online Learning  
(SROL) 
Administrator of 
Online Education 22 2.318 0.723 1.00 4.00 -0.151 0.723 
Instructional 
Technology Staff 20 2.233 0.693 1.33 4.00 0.913 0.876 
Full Time Faculty 100 2.326 0.793 1.00 4.00 0.375 -0.509 
Adjunct Faculty 50 2.806 0.822 1.00 4.00 -0.268 -0.389 
Total 192 2.441 0.808 1.00 4.00 0.227 -0.557 
Institutional 
Commitment to 
Online Learning  
(ICOL) 
Administrator of 
Online Education 20 2.762 0.642 1.64 3.93 0.406 -0.350 
Instructional 
Technology Staff 16 2.669 0.851 1.29 4.00 0.093 0-.812 
Full Time Faculty 106 2.888 0.631 1.00 4.00 -0.371 0.074 
Adjunct Faculty 62 3.175 0.593 1.44 4.00 0-.361 -0.102 
Total 204 2.946 0.656 1.00 4.00 -0.299 -0.210 
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Table 21: Administrator and Faculty Perceptions of Institutional Support Continued 
 
  
 
N 
 
M 
 
SD 
 
Min 
 
Max 
 
Skewness 
 
Kurtosis 
Student Services 
and Technology 
Infrastructure 
(SSTI) 
Administrator of 
Online Education 19 3.120 0.518 2.23 3.85 -0.345 -1.010 
Instructional 
Technology Staff 19 2.924 0.616 1.85 4.00 0.334 -0.532 
Full Time Faculty 108 3.049 0.527 1.25 4.00 -0.201 0.563 
Adjunct Faculty 67 3.231 0.519 1.75 4.00 -0.097 -0.206 
Total 213 3.101 0.537 1.25 4.00 -0.141 -0.001 
Online Learning 
Access and 
Administration  
(OLAA) 
Administrator of 
Online Education 21 3.301 0.362 2.86 4.00 0.421 -0.631 
Instructional 
Technology Staff 19 3.113 0.566 1.75 4.00 -0.325 0.386 
Full Time Faculty 108 3.218 0.462 1.40 4.00 -0.372 0.929 
Adjunct Faculty 69 3.251 0.520 1.50 4.00 -0.423 0.639 
Total 217 3.227 0.481 1.40 4.00 -0.382 0.737 
Online Learning 
Evaluation and 
Assessment  
(OLEA) 
Administrator of 
Online Education 19 2.877 0.797 1.50 4.00 0.283 -1.031 
Instructional 
Technology Staff 18 2.699 0.801 1.00 4.00 -0.168 -0.138 
Full Time Faculty 104 2.857 0.766 1.00 4.00 -0.274 -0.337 
Adjunct Faculty 54 3.185 0.614 1.67 4.00 -0.250 0-.558 
Total 195 2.935 0.745 1.00 4.00 -0.286 -0.372 
 
Research Question Three  
 
Research Question Three (RQ3): How do perceptions of institutional support for online 
education differ between administrators and faculty in Florida’s College System?  To respond to 
research question 3, a one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted.  Results of the 
ANOVA are discussed within the context of the scales Faculty Teaching and Technology 
Support (FTTS), Student Readiness for Online Learning (SROL), Institutional Commitment to 
Online Learning (ICOL), Student Services and Technology Infrastructure (SSTI), Online 
Learning Access and Administration (OLAA), and Online Learning Evaluation and Assessment 
(OLEA). 
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The assumptions needed to perform the analysis were examined before the ANOVA was 
conducted.  To check for equality of variance, Levene’s tests were run.  The assumptions of 
equal variance were met for all scales but one Faculty Teaching and Technology Support (FTTS) 
p = 0.04.  All other assumptions of the ANOVA were met.  Table 24: Homogeneity of Variances 
displays this information.   
Table 24: Homogeneity of Variances  
Scales 
Levene’s 
Statistic 
df1 df2 Sig. 
Faculty Teaching and Technology Support 2.652 3 243 0.049 
Student Readiness for Online Learning 0.935 3 188 0.425 
Institutional Commitment to Online Learning 1.511 3 200 0.213 
Student Services and Technology Infrastructure 0.275 3 209 0.843 
Online Learning Access and Administration 1.537 3 213 0.206 
Online Learning Evaluation and Assessment 1.031 3 191 0.380 
 
ANOVAs were conducted for each of the 6 scales and the alpha was set to 0.05.  
Statistically significant differences were found between groups in the following scales: Student 
Readiness for Online Learning, F(3, 188) = 4.98, p = .002, Institutional Commitment to Online 
Learning (ICOL), F(3, 200) = 4.48, p = .005, and Online Learning Evaluation and Assessment 
(OLEA), F(3, 191) = 3.14, p = .026.  Table 25: Summary of One-Way ANOVAs illustrates these 
results.   
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Table 25: Summary of One-Way ANOVAs   
Scale Source 
 
df 
 
SS 
 
MS 
 
F 
 
p 
 
Faculty Teaching and 
Technology Support  
(FTTS) 
Between Groups 3 0.683 0.228 0.638 0.591 
Within Groups 243 86.733 0.357   
Total 246 87.416    
 
Student Readiness for 
Online Learning  
(SROL) 
Between Groups 3 9.187 3.062 4.978 0.002 
Within Groups 188 115.644 0.615   
Total 191 124.831    
Institutional 
Commitment to Online 
Learning  
(ICOL) 
Between Groups 3 5.521 1.840 4.484 0.005 
Within Groups 200 82.089 0.410   
Total 203 87.611    
Student Services and 
Technology 
Infrastructure (SSTI) 
Between Groups 3 2.028 0.676 2.385 0.070 
Within Groups 209 59.256 0.284   
Total 212 61.285    
Online Learning Access 
and Administration  
(OLAA) 
Between Groups 3 0.407 0.136 0.581 0.628 
Within Groups 213 49.738 0.234   
Total 216 50.145    
Online Learning 
Evaluation and 
Assessment  
(OLEA) 
Between Groups 3 5.072 1.691 3.141 0.026 
Within Groups 191 102.817 0.538   
Total 194 107.889    
 
      * The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
Although several statistically significant differences were found between groups, due to 
unequal variances, a follow up ANOVA with Welch test was run to confirm the findings.  
Results from the Welch test confirmed statistically significant differences between groups in the 
scales: Student Readiness for Online Learning, Welch’s F(3, 55.56) = 4.65, p = .006, 
Institutional Commitment to Online Learning (ICOL), Welch’s F(3, 44.07) = 4.29, p = .010, and 
Online Learning Evaluation and Assessment (OLEA), Welch’s F(3, 46.47) = 3.63, p = .020.  
Table 26: Robust Test of Equality of Means illustrates these results.  
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 Table 26: Robust Test of Equality of Means  
Scales  Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
Faculty Teaching and Technology Support Welch 0.791 3 57.401 0.504 
Student Readiness for Online Learning Welch 4.654 3 55.556 0.006 
Institutional Commitment to Online Learning Welch 4.299 3 44.070 0.010 
Student Services and Technology Infrastructure Welch 2.211 3 48.454 0.099 
Online Learning Access and Administration Welch 0.576 3 53.041 0.633 
Online Learning Evaluation and Assessment Welch 3.625 3 46.469 0.020 
 
     * The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
 
Post-hoc comparisons, using the Games-Howell post hoc procedure, were conducted to 
determine which groups within each scale had mean differences.  The Games-Howell was used 
as this test takes into account unequal group sizes as well as unequal variances. 
Results of the Games-Howell tests indicated that adjunct faculty (M = 2.81, SD = 0.83) 
rated institutional support in the Student Readiness for Online Learning scale higher than 
instructional technology staff (M = 2.23, SD =0.69), and full-time faculty (M = 2.33, SD = 0.79).  
In the Institutional Commitment to Online Learning scale, adjunct faculty provided a slightly 
higher rating (M = 3.18, SD = 0.59) than full-time faculty (M = 2.89, SD = 0.63).  In the Online 
Learning Evaluation and Assessment scale, adjunct faculty (M = 3.19, SD = 0.61) rated 
institutional support moderately higher than full-time faculty (M = 2.86, SD = 0.77).  Table 27: 
Post hoc Analysis for Scales displays this information.   
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Table 27: Games-Howell Post hoc Analysis for Scales 
 
Dependent 
Variable 
(J) Please 
indicate your role 
(I) Please 
indicate your role 
Mean 
Difference 
(I-J) 
Std. 
Error 
Sig. 
99% Confidence 
Interval 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Faculty Teaching 
and Technology 
Support (FTTS) 
Administrator of 
Online Education 
Instructional 
Technology Staff 
-0.010 0.174 1.000 -0.480 0.459 
Full Time Faculty -0.107 0.158 0.904 -0.540 0.324 
Adjunct Faculty -0.162 0.159 0.742 -0.598 0.273 
Instructional 
Technology Staff 
Administrator of 
Online Education 
0.010 0.174 1.000 -0.459 0.480 
Full Time Faculty -0.097 0.108 0.806 -0.389 0.194 
Adjunct Faculty -0.151 0.110 0.526 -0.449 0.146 
Full Time Faculty 
Administrator of 
Online Education 
0.107 0.158 0.904 -0.324 0.540 
Instructional 
Technology Staff 
0.097 0.108 0.806 -0.194 0.389 
Adjunct Faculty 0-.054 0.083 0.914 -0.271 0.161 
Adjunct Faculty 
Administrator of 
Online Education 
0.162 0.159 0.742 -0.273 0.598 
Instructional 
Technology Staff 
0.151 0.110 0.526 -0.146 0.449 
Full Time Faculty 0.054 0.083 0.914 -0.161 0.271 
Student Readiness 
for Online 
Learning (SROL) 
Administrator of 
Online Education 
Instructional 
Technology Staff 
0.084 0.218 0.980 -0.501 0.671 
Full Time Faculty -0.008 0.173 1.000 -0.477 0.460 
Adjunct Faculty -0.488 0.193 0.069 -1.003 0.026 
Instructional 
Technology Staff 
Administrator of 
Online Education 
-0.084 0.218 0.980 -0.671 0.501 
Full Time Faculty -0.093 0.174 0.950 -0.567 0.380 
Adjunct Faculty -0.573* 0.193 0.025 -1.092 -0.054 
Full Time Faculty 
Administrator of 
Online Education 
0.008 0.173 1.000 -0.460 0.477 
Instructional 
Technology Staff 
0.093 0.174 0.950 -0.380 0.567 
Adjunct Faculty -0.480* 0.140 0.005 -0.848 -0.111 
Adjunct Faculty 
Administrator of 
Online Education 
0.488 0.193 0.069 -0.026 1.003 
Instructional 
Technology Staff 
0.573* 0.193 0.025 0.054 1.092 
Full Time Faculty 0.480* 0.140 0.005 0.111 0.848 
 
* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 27: Games-Howell Post hoc Analysis for Scales Continued 
 
Dependent 
Variable 
(I) Please indicate 
your role (J) Please indicate 
your role 
Mean 
Difference 
(I-J) 
Std. 
Error 
Sig. 
99% Confidence 
Interval 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Institutional 
Commitment to 
Online Learning 
(ICOL) 
Administrator of 
Online Education 
Instructional 
Technology Staff 
0.092 0.256 0.984 -0.609 0.794 
Full Time Faculty -0.126 0.156 0.850 -0.554 0.301 
Adjunct Faculty -0.413 0.162 0.072 -0.854 0.027 
Instructional 
Technology Staff 
Administrator of 
Online Education 
-0.092 0.256 0.984 -0.794 0.609 
Full Time Faculty -0.218 0.221 0.759 -0.845 0.408 
Adjunct Faculty -0.5058 0.225 0.148 -1.140 0.129 
Full Time Faculty 
Administrator of 
Online Education 
0.1262 0.1561 0.850 -0.301 0.554 
Instructional 
Technology Staff 
0.218 0.221 0.759 -0.408 0.845 
Adjunct Faculty -0.287* 0.097 0.019 -0.540 -0.034 
Adjunct Faculty 
Administrator of 
Online Education 
0.413 0.162 0.072 -0.027 0.854 
Instructional 
Technology Staff 
0.505 0.225 0.148 -0.129 1.140 
Full Time Faculty 0.287* 0.097 0.019 0.034 0.540 
Student Services 
and Technology 
Infrastructure 
(SSTI) 
Administrator of 
Online Education 
Instructional 
Technology Staff 
0.196 0.184 0.715 -0.302 0.694 
Full Time Faculty 0.071 0.129 0.946 -0.284 0.426 
Adjunct Faculty -0.111 0.134 0.843 -0.478 0.256 
Instructional 
Technology Staff 
Administrator of 
Online Education 
-0.196 0.184 0.715 -0.694 0.302 
Full Time Faculty -0.125 0.150 0.839 -0.541 0.291 
Adjunct Faculty -0.307 0.155 0.221 -0.732 0.118 
Full Time Faculty 
Administrator of 
Online Education 
-0.071 0.129 0.946 -0.426 0.284 
Instructional 
Technology Staff 
0.125 0.150 0.839 -0.291 0.541 
Adjunct Faculty -0.182 0.081 0.117 -0.393 0.029 
Adjunct Faculty 
Administrator of 
Online Education 
0.116 0.134 0.843 -0.256 0.478 
Instructional 
Technology Staff 
0.307 0.155 0.221 -0.118 0.732 
Full Time Faculty 0.182 0.0812 0.117 -0.029 0.393 
 
* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 27: Games-Howell Post hoc Analysis for Scales Continued  
 
Dependent 
Variable 
(I) Please indicate 
your role 
(J) Please indicate 
your role 
Mean 
Difference 
(I-J) 
Std. 
Error 
Sig. 
99% Confidence 
Interval 
Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Online Learning 
Access and 
Administration 
(OLAA) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Administrator of 
Online Education 
Instructional 
Technology Staff 
0.187 0.152 0.613 -0.226 0.601 
Full Time Faculty 0.082 0.090 0.799 -0.162 0.327 
Adjunct Faculty 0.049 0.100 0.960 -0.218 0.3185 
Instructional 
Technology Staff 
Administrator of 
Online Education 
-0.187 0.152 0.613 -0.601 0.226 
Full Time Faculty -.104 0.137 0.871 -0.485 0.276 
Adjunct Faculty -.137 0.144 0.777 -0.532 0.257 
Full Time Faculty 
Administrator of 
Online Education 
-.082 0.090 0.799 -0.327 0.162 
Instructional 
Technology Staff 
0.104 0.137 0.871 -0.276 0.485 
Adjunct Faculty -0.032 0.076 0.974 -0.232 0.167 
Adjunct Faculty 
Administrator of 
Online Education 
-0.049 0.100 0.960 -0.318 0.218 
Instructional 
Technology Staff 
0.137 0.144 0.777 -0.257 0.532 
Full Time Faculty 0.032 0.076 0.974 -0.167 0.232 
Online Learning 
Evaluation and 
Assessment 
(OLEA) 
Administrator of 
Online Education 
Instructional 
Technology Staff 
0.178 0.263 0.905 -0.531 0.887 
Full Time Faculty 0.019 0.197 1.000 -0.525 0.564 
Adjunct Faculty -0.307 0.201 0.434 -0.860 0.244 
Instructional 
Technology Staff 
Administrator of 
Online Education 
-0.17812 0.263 0.905 -0.887 0.531 
Full Time Faculty -.015830 0.203 0.863 -0.721 0.405 
Adjunct Faculty -.48611 0.206 0.114 -1.0562 0.084 
Full Time Faculty 
Administrator of 
Online Education 
-0.01982 0.197 1.000 -0.564 0.525 
Instructional 
Technology Staff 
0.158 0.203 0.863 0-.405 0.721 
Adjunct Faculty -0.327* 0.112 0.021 -0.620 -0.035 
Adjunct Faculty 
Administrator of 
Online Education 
0.307 0.201 0.434 -0.244 0.860 
Instructional 
Technology Staff 
0.486 0.206 0.114 -0.084 1.056 
Full Time Faculty 0.327* 0.112 0.021 0.035 0.620 
 
* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Research Question Four  
Research Question Four (RQ4): How do perceptions of institutional support for online 
education differ between administrators and faculty in relation to their level of experience with 
online education?  To respond to research question 4, a multiple regression analysis was run to 
examine the relationship between the two predictor variables (role and experience level) and 
each of the six dependent variables: Faculty Teaching and Technology Support, Student 
Readiness for Online Learning, Institutional Commitment to Online Learning, Student Services 
and Technology Infrastructure, Online Learning Access and Administration, and Online 
Learning Evaluation and Assessment.  Three dummy variables were created to represent role: 
Administrator, Instructional Technology Staff, and Adjunct Faculty.  Full time faculty was used 
as the reference category. The intercorrelations of all predictor variables were examined and no 
evidence of multicollinearity was found. Details are presented in Table 28: Correlations for 
Predictor Variables.  
The two predictor variables accounted for less than 1% of the variance (R2 = .008) in 
Faculty Teaching and Technology Support.  Additionally, none of the roles or experience had a 
statistically significant relationship with Faculty Teaching and Technology Support (p > .05). 
In Student Readiness for Online Learning, the two predictor variables accounted for 8% 
of the variance (R2 = .082).  The role Adjunct Faculty had a statistically significant relationship 
with Student Readiness for Online Learning (B = 0.51, p = .006).  None of the other roles or 
experience had a statistically significant relationship with Student Readiness for Online Learning 
(p > .05). 
 81 
The two predictor variables accounted for 6% (R2 = .064) of the variance in Institutional 
Commitment to Online Learning.  None of the roles or experience had a statistically significant 
relationship with Institutional Commitment to Online Learning (p > .05). 
In Student Services and Technology Infrastructure, the two predictor variables accounted 
for 4% (R2 = .041) of the variance.  A statistically significant relationship was found for the role 
adjunct faculty (B = 0.21, p = .043), as well as experience (B = 0.11, p = .030). None of the other 
roles had a statistically significant relationship with Student Services and Technology 
Infrastructure (p > .05). 
The two predictor variables accounted for 1% of the variance (R2 = .013) in Online 
Learning Access and Administration.  None of the roles or experience had a statistically 
significant relationship with Online Learning Access and Administration (p > .05). 
In Online Learning Evaluation and Assessment, the two predictor variables accounted for 
approximately 5% (R2 = .048) of the variance.  The role Adjunct Faculty had a statistically 
significant relationship (B= 0.34, p = .009).  None of the other roles or experience had a 
statistically significant relationship with Online Learning Evaluation and Assessment (p > .05).  
Table 29: Multiple Regression Models for Scales details this information.  
  
 82 
Table 28: Correlations for Predictor Variables 
 
Scale 
 
Predictor 
 
Scale 
 
ADM 
 
ITS 
 
ADJ 
 
EXP 
Faculty Teaching and 
Technology Support  
(FTTS) 
FTTS 1.000     
Administrator (ADM) -0.057 1.000    
Instructional Technology Staff 
(ITS) -0.049 -0.093 1.000   
Adjunct Faculty (ADJ) 0.063 -0.216 -0.205 1.000  
Experience (EXP) -0.037 0.189 0.204 -0.289 1.000 
Student Readiness for 
Online Learning  
(SROL) 
SROL 1.000     
Administrator (ADM) -0.055 1.000    
Instructional Technology Staff 
(ITS) -0.088 -0.123 1.000   
Adjunct Faculty (ADJ) 0.269 -0.213 -0.202 1.000  
Experience (EXP) 0.007 0.178 0.199 -0.275 1.000 
Institutional Commitment 
to Online Learning  
(ICOL) 
ICOL 1.000     
Administrator (ADM) -0.093 1.000    
Instructional Technology Staff 
(ITS) -0.123 -0.096 1.000   
Adjunct Faculty (ADJ) 0.231 -0.218 -0.193 1.000  
Experience (EXP) -0.135 0.189 0.227 -0.343 1.000 
Student Services and 
Technology Infrastructure  
(SSTI) 
SSTI 1.000     
Administrator (ADM) 0.011 1.000    
Instructional Technology Staff 
(ITS) -0.104 -0.098 1.000   
Adjunct Faculty (ADJ) 0.164 -0.212 -0.212 1.000  
Experience (EXP) 0.027 0.172 0.206 -0.317 1.000 
Online Learning Access 
and Administration  
(OLAA) 
OLAA 1.000     
Administrator (ADM) 0.050 1.000    
Instructional Technology Staff 
(ITS) -0.073 -0.101 1.000   
Adjunct Faculty (ADJ) 0.033 -0.223 -0.212 1.000  
Experience (EXP) 0.049 0.191 0.208 -0.325 1.000 
Online Learning Evaluation 
and Assessment  
(OLEA) 
OLEA 1.000     
Administrator (ADM) -0.026 1.000    
Instructional Technology Staff 
(ITS) -0.101 -0.105 1.000   
Adjunct Faculty (ADJ) 0.208 -0.203 -0.197 1.000  
Experience (EXP) -0.034 0.165 0.231 -0.252 1.000 
 
 83 
Table 29: Multiple Regression Models for Scales 
 
 
 
Scale 
 
 
Predictor 
 
B 
 
SEB 
Two 
Tailed P-
Value 
 
 
N 
 
Faculty Teaching and 
Technology Support  
(FTTS) 
Administrator -0.105 0.212 0.619  
Instructional Technology Staff -0.095 0.161 
0.558  
Adjunct Faculty 0.053 
0.125 0.674  
Experience (0 = low, 1 = high) -0.008 
0.060 0.893  
R2 
.008 0.012 0.509 247 
 
Student Readiness for 
Online Learning 
(SROL) 
Administrator -0.048 0.172 0.782  
Instructional Technology Staff -0.139 0.239 
0.560  
Adjunct Faculty 0.517 
0.188 0.006  
Experience (0 = low, 1 = high) 0.170 
0.136 0.211  
R2 .082 
0.048 0.084 192 
Institutional 
Commitment to Online 
Learning  
(ICOL) 
Administrator -0.113 0.235 0.631  
Instructional Technology Staff -0.199 0.234 
0.393  
Adjunct Faculty 0.271 
0.158 0.085  
Experience (0 = low, 1 = high) -0.056 
0.072 0.441  
R2 .064 
0.044 0.147 204 
Student Services and 
Technology 
Infrastructure (SSTI) 
Administrator 0.047 0.149 0.755  
Instructional Technology Staff -0.155 0.155 
0.316  
Adjunct Faculty 0.211 
0.104 0.043  
Experience (0 = low, 1 = high) 0.108 
0.050 0.030  
R2 .041 
0.031 0.185 213 
Online Learning 
Access and 
Administration  
(OLAA) 
Administrator 0.065 0.111 0.561  
Instructional Technology Staff -0.126 0.147 
0.392  
Adjunct Faculty 0.052 
0.099 0.597  
Experience (0 = low, 1 = high) 0.073 
0.046 0.118  
R2 .013 
0.010 0.202 217 
Online Learning 
Evaluation and 
Assessment  
(OLEA) 
Administrator 0.007 0.210 0.972  
Instructional Technology Staff -0.176 0.282 
0.532  
Adjunct Faculty 0.338 
0.130 0.009  
Experience (0 = low, 1 = high) 0.051 
0.084 0.541  
R2 .048 
0.036 0.188 195 
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Summary Chapter Four 
The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions of administrators and faculty to 
institutional support for online education in Florida’s College System.  This chapter analyzed the 
data that was collected and detailed the results of the study.  The chapter began with an overview 
of the demographic information of participants followed by a discussion of the data analysis.  A 
total of 273 administrators and faculty consented to participate in the study. 
To identify the latent constructs underlying the survey questions, a factor analysis was 
conducted.  After completing the factor analysis, the survey instrument was reduced from 55 to 
47 items and the following 6 scales were identified: Faculty Teaching and Technology Support 
(FTTS) – 5 items, Student Readiness for Online Learning (SROL) – 3 items, Institutional 
Commitment to Online Learning (ICOL) – 14 items, Student Services and Technology 
Infrastructure (SSTI) – 13 items, Online Learning Access and Administration (OLAA) – 8 items, 
and Online Learning Evaluation and Assessment (OLEA) – 4 items.  Research questions 1 
through 4 were analyzed within the context of these scales.   
Descriptive statistics were used to respond to research questions one and two (RQ1, RQ2). 
In the areas of Faculty Teaching and Technology Support (M = 3.18, SD = 0.59), Institutional 
Commitment to Online Learning (M = 2.94, SD = 0.65),  Student Services and Technology 
Infrastructure (M = 3.10, SD = 0.53), Online Learning Access and Administration (M = 3.22, SD 
= 0.48), and Online Learning Evaluation and Assessment (M = 2.93, SD = 0.74), the four groups 
Administrators of Online Education, Instructional Technology Staff, Full Time and Adjunct 
Faculty provided total mean ratings (M ≥3).  These results indicate that the groups perceive their 
institutions are providing appropriate support for online education in these areas.  In regards to 
Student Readiness for Online Learning (M = 2.44, SD = 0.80), the total mean score for all groups 
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was (M ≤ 2.5).  These results indicate that the groups perceive their institutions need to do more 
to address Student Readiness for Online Learning.  
To respond to research question 3 (RQ3), a one-way ANOVA was conducted.  
Statistically significant differences were found between groups in the scales: Student Readiness 
for Online Learning, Welch’s F(3, 55.56) = 4.65, p = 0.006, Institutional Commitment to Online 
Learning (ICOL), Welch’s F(3, 44.07) = 4.29, p = 0.010, and Online Learning Evaluation and 
Assessment (OLEA), Welch’s F(3, 46.47) = 3.63, p = 0.020.  Results of post-hoc tests revealed 
statistically significant differences between adjunct faculty (M = 2.81, SD = 0.83), instructional 
technology staff (M = 2.23, SD =0.69), and full-time faculty (M = 2.33, SD = .79) in the Student 
Readiness for Online Learning scale.  Statistically significant differences were also found 
between adjunct faculty (M = 3.18, SD = 0.59) and full-time faculty (M = 2.89, SD = 0.63) in the 
Institutional Commitment to Online Learning scale.  In the Online Learning Evaluation and 
Assessment scale, statistically significant differences were found between adjunct faculty (M = 
3.19, SD = 0.61), and full-time faculty (M = 2.86, SD = 0.77).   
To respond to research question 4 (RQ4), a multiple regression analysis was run to 
examine the relationship between role and experience and each of the six variables: Faculty 
Teaching and Technology Support (FTTS), Student Readiness for Online Learning (SROL), 
Institutional Commitment to Online Learning (ICOL), Student Services and Technology 
Infrastructure (SSTI), Online Learning Access and Administration (OLAA), and Online 
Learning Evaluation and Assessment (OLEA).  The two predictor variables (role and experience) 
did not significantly account for any of the variance in the six variables, (p > .05).  The role 
Adjunct Faculty had a statistically significant relation with the variable Student Readiness for 
Online Learning (B =0 .51, p = .006).  In Student Services and Technology Infrastructure, the 
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role Adjunct Faculty (B = 0.21, p = .043) had a statistically significant relation.  The predictor 
experience (B = 0.11, p = .030) also had a statistically significant relation to this variable. For the 
variable Online Learning Evaluation and Assessment, the role Adjunct Faculty (B = 0.34, p = 
.009) had a statistically significant relation.  In Chapter 5, the results of the data analysis will be 
interpreted. In addition, implications for practice, limitations of the study and recommendations 
for future research will be discussed. 
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Chapter Five: Discussion 
Overview   
The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions of administrators and faculty to 
institutional support for online education in Florida’s College System.  Chapter One provided a 
general overview of the landscape of post-secondary online education and introduced crucial 
issues such as the infrastructure needed to support online education, continued demand for online 
education, and the need for stakeholder consensus when institutions address quality concerns 
related to online education.  Chapter Two built upon these conversations by exploring the 
discourse of quality concerns in online education and highlighted important stakeholder concerns 
in these areas.  Chapter Three detailed the method and research design of the study.   Chapter 
Four analyzed the data that was collected and detailed the results of the study. This chapter 
interprets the results of the data analysis, discusses implications for practice, addresses 
limitations of the study and details recommendations for future research. 
Interpretation of Results 
In Chapter Four, results of the factor analysis conducted on the Online Learning 
Institutional Support Survey (OLISS), reduced the instrument from 55 to 47 items and identified 
the following 6 scales: Faculty Teaching and Technology Support (FTTS), Student Readiness for 
Online Learning (SROL), Institutional Commitment to Online Learning (ICOL), Student 
Services and Technology Infrastructure (SSTI), Online Learning Access and Administration 
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(OLAA), and Online Learning Evaluation and Assessment (OLEA).  The interpretation of results 
will be discussed within the context of these scales.   
Faculty Teaching and Technology Support (FTTS) 
Accrediting bodies and policy agencies that oversee online education programs 
emphasize that providing support to faculty who teach online is a best practice (SACS, 2000, 
SREB, 2012, IHEP, 2000).  In their Best Practices for Electronically Offered Degree and 
Certificate Programs, SACS, 2000 recommends that institutions provide support to orient and 
train faculty in the technologies used in online teaching.  These recommendations are echoed in 
the frameworks of agencies like the Southern Regional Education Board (SREB), and the 
Institute for Higher Education Policy (IHEP).  The importance of supporting faculty who teach 
online cannot be overstated.  Research by Chao, Saj & Tessler, 2006 indicates that time spent on 
online course development contributes to course and ultimately program quality.  Further, 
limited training options and/or inadequate technology are institutional barriers for faculty 
interested in teaching online (Barran & Correria, 2014; Chapman, 2011; Lackey, 2011).  Much 
research has been devoted to identifying incentives to encourage faculty to teach online (Bacow, 
et al., 2012; Gutman, 2012; Hoyt & Oviatt, 2013; Meyer 2011; Wright, 2014), but providing 
appropriate institutional support, like access to technical support staff and training to use the 
college’s technologies, is equally important (Barran & Correria, 2014; Green & Wagner, 2011; 
Gutman, 2012; Haber & Mills).  Results from this study found that the stakeholders 
administrators (M = 3.07, SD = 0.69), instructional technology staff (M = 3.09, SD = 0.41), full 
time faculty (M = 3.18, SD = 0.63), and adjunct faculty (M = 3.24, SD = 0.55) agree that their 
institutions are using best practices to support faculty teaching online. It is especially 
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encouraging that both full time and adjunct faculty perceive that they are well supported in this 
area. 
Student Readiness for Online Learning (SROL) 
Student retention continues to present a concern for institutions invested in growing their 
online programs (Allen & Seaman, 2015).  Approximately 45% of chief academic officers 
reported that retaining online students is more difficult than face-to-face students (Allen & 
Seaman, 2015). There are many factors that contribute to students not completing online courses, 
but an important one is a lack of technology skills.  Many students lack the technology skills to 
be successful in online learning environments (Boston & Ice, 2011; Cole, Shelley & Swartz, 
2014; Marmon, Vanscoder & Gordesky, 2014; Paul & Cochran, 2013; Rodriguez, Ooms & 
Montañez, 2008).  This lack of technology preparedness can negatively impact student 
performance and contribute to high attrition rates in online courses (Allen & Seaman, 2015; 
Boston & Ice, 2011; Cole, Shelley & Swartz, 2014; Marmon, Vanscoder & Gordesky, 2014; 
Paul & Cochran, 2013).  Institutions recognize this is an area of concern and many offer 
resources, such as pre-assessment evaluation tools, and self-directed online orientations, to help 
students increase their technology skill level (Boston & Ice, 2011; Ooms & Montañez, 2008; 
Paul & Cochran, 2013). Despite these efforts, results from this study indicate that the issue of 
student readiness for online learning persists.  Administrators (M = 2.32, SD = 0.72), 
instructional technology staff (M = 2.23, SD = 0.69), and full time faculty (M = 2.33, SD = 0.79) 
all agree that institutions need to do more to address students’ readiness for online learning.  An 
interesting and concerning finding is that adjunct faculty (M = 2.80, SD = 0.82) perceive that 
institutions are adequately assessing students’ readiness for online education.  This perception 
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may lead adjunct faculty to structure and teach their online courses in a manner that could result 
in low success rates for online students.   
Institutional Commitment to Online Education (ICOL) 
Growth rates in online programs demonstrate that institutions are committed to meeting 
the demand for online education (Allen & Seaman, 2015), however the business models that are 
currently in place must be evaluated and refined to better support online education and meet 
institutional goals for online programs (Green & Wagner, 2011; Hoyt & Oviatt, 2013).  
Institutions have taken positive steps to institutionalize their online programs. Many have 
appointed leaders who are tasked with, coordinating institutional efforts in support of online 
learning, developing policies related to online education, and ensuring that online programs meet 
the standards set by accrediting bodies (Miller, 2009; Miler & Schiffman, 2006). Although these 
efforts are encouraging, other institutions have found that they need more support and have 
developed public/private partnerships to help them better manage their online programs (Hillman 
& Corkery, 2010; Hoffman, 2011). These findings from the literature indicate that institutions 
still struggle to identify how to fully incorporate their online learning programs. Results from 
this study mirror this ambiguity as administrators (M = 2.76, SD = 0.64), instructional 
technology staff (M = 2.66, SD = 0.85), and full time faculty (M = 2.88, SD = 0.63), provide 
scores that indicate they perceive a need for more institutional commitment to online education.  
Surprisingly, adjunct faculty (M = 3.17, SD = 0.59) perceive that institutions are sufficiently 
demonstrating their commitment to online education. 
Student Services and Technology Infrastructure (SSTI) 
As institutions expand their online programs, they have also increased support services 
for online students (Aragon & Johnson, 2008; LaPadula, 2003; Paul & Cochran, 2013; 
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Rodriguez, Ooms & Montañez, 2008).  Access to services such as admissions, registration, 
financial aid, and library resources is common, but access to additional services like academic 
advising, personal and career counseling are limited (Hillman & Corkery, 2010; Paul & Cochran, 
2013).  Technology support is also readily offered but students often find the hours support 
personnel are available is not aligned with online course schedules (Meyer & Barefield, 2010).  
Institutions must also be concerned with issues related to technology infrastructure, as poor 
technology infrastructure, and a lack of technology support can negatively impact the success of 
online programs (Marckiniewicz & McLean, 2009; Meyer & Barefield, 2010).  Accrediting 
bodies and policy agencies that oversee online education programs recommend that institutions 
develop short-term, mid-range, and long-term technology plans to sustain their online offerings 
(SACS, 2000, SREB, 2012, IHEP, 2000).  Student services and technology infrastructure are 
important aspects of an institutions online programs, so it is encouraging that scores from 
Administrator (M = 3.12, SD = 0.52), instructional technology staff (M = 2.92, SD = 0.62), full 
time faculty (M = 3.05, SD = 0.53), and adjunct faculty (M = 3.23, SD = 0.52) stakeholders 
indicate that these groups perceive their institutions are providing good support in these areas.  
Online Learning Access and Administration (OLAA) 
The growth of online education has forced institutions to think differently about their 
administrative practices (Johnson, Cascio & Massiah, 2014; Miller & Schiffman, 2006). For 
example, because many online students, who have commitments to work and family, may never 
come to campus, consistent and dependable access to technology, information and services is a 
key consideration (Allen & Seaman, 2015; Boston & Ice, 2011; Mann & Henneberry, 2012).  As 
a result, institutions must ensure that, if technology fails, contingency plans are in place 
(Marckiniewicz & McLean, 2009).  Additionally, institutions must keep current with technology 
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trends and consider the range of technologies students may use to access educational content. 
Overall, institutions should look through a student lens at the experience of interacting with the 
college from inquiry to enrollment and beyond (Hillman & Corkery, 2010).  Considering the 
online experience from the student perspective is the most effective way to develop 
administrative support for online programs.  This research supports the view that enrollment 
targets and, to some extent, retention efforts, can be negatively impacted by a lack of proper 
access to and administration of online education programs.  Fortunately, findings from this study 
indicate that administrators (M = 3.30, SD = 0.36), instructional technology staff (M = 3.11, SD 
= 0.57), full time faculty (M = 3.22, SD = 0.46), and adjunct faculty (M = 3.25, SD = 0.52) agree 
that their institutions are providing appropriate support in this area. 
Online Learning Evaluation and Assessment (OLEA) 
Institutions that are committed to growing and developing their online programs should 
establish a robust system of evaluation and assessment.  Publications by accrediting bodies like 
the Middle States Commission on Higher Education (MSCHE), provide guidelines for 
institutions to follow.  MSCHE’s 2011 Interregional Guidelines for the Evaluation of Distance 
Education, stresses that approval processes for online courses should mirror those established for 
face-to-face options.  The guidelines also encourage institutions to ensure that resources are 
available to assess program demand (MSCHE, 2011).  Online membership organizations like the 
Online Learning Consortium (OLC), also stress the importance of evaluation and assessment in 
meeting institutional goals for online education.  For instance, OLC’s 2005 Quality Framework, 
encourages the use of progress indices to guide institutional goals related to online education.  In 
addition, to earn a Quality Standards Certification from associations like the United States 
Distance Learning Association (USDLA), institutions must demonstrate that they have 
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established processes to assess their online programs (USDLA, 2013).  A well-established 
system of evaluation and assessment of online education is beneficial, but many institutions 
struggle in this area. Findings from this study support this view and indicate that Administrators 
(M = 2.87, SD = 0.79), instructional technology staff (M = 2.69, SD = 0.80), and full time faculty 
(M = 2.85, SD = 0.76) perceive that institutions need to do more to address online learning 
evaluation and assessment while adjunct faculty (M = 3.18, SD = 0.61) perceive that institutions 
are providing appropriate support in this area.  
Connection to Theory 
Higher education institutions fit the definition of an open systems organization because 
they are expected to meet the needs of both internal and external constituents, and they are 
shaped by both external and internal forces (Scott, 2003).  Introducing new elements, like online 
learning, to such a system, can potentially threaten both the stability of the system and the 
success of online programs.  When online education is introduced into an open system, in order 
to minimize disruption, the organization and its constituents must be aligned in their views.  
Findings from this study support this view.  For example, in the Student Readiness for Online 
Learning category, findings indicate that adjunct faculty views were not aligned with those of 
full time faculty or instructional support staff.  This difference in views, if not addressed, has 
implications that can negatively impact the success of online programs the institution is trying to 
expand or build.  Another important consideration for organizations is the role of its constituents 
or stakeholders. 
Stakeholders are defined as groups or individuals who can affect or are affected by the 
achievement of the organization’s objectives (Freeman, 1984, p. 46).  Internal stakeholders are 
those who work from within the organization to achieve the organization’s external goals 
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(Freeman, 1984).  In open systems like higher education where the organization, its participants 
and external environment are interconnected (Scott, 2003), internal stakeholders play a key role 
in the organizations ability to achieve its goals (Freeman, 1984). Therefore, if these stakeholders 
are not aligned in their views it will be difficult for higher education institutions to meet 
institutional goals related to online education.  Findings from this study support this view.  
Differences in perceptions between adjunct faculty, full-time faculty, instructional technology 
staff and administers, in key areas related to online education, should be discussed if institutions 
hope to achieve online education goals.   
Implications for Practice 
Findings from this study present several implications for practice related to online 
education.  On a positive note, administrators, instructional technology staff, full time faculty, 
and adjunct faculty agree that their institutions are providing the necessary institutional support 
for online education in the areas of Faculty Teaching and Technology Support (FTTS), Student 
Services and Technology Infrastructure (SSTI), and Online Learning Access and Administration 
(OLAA).  Unfortunately, these institutional stakeholders differ in their views regarding 
institutional support in the areas of Student Readiness for Online Learning (SROL), Institutional 
Commitment to Online Learning (ICOL), and Online Learning Evaluation and Assessment 
(OLEA).  
As it relates to Student Readiness for Online Learning (SROL), administrators (M = 2.32, 
SD = 0.72), instructional technology staff (M = 2.23, SD = 0.69), and full time faculty (M = 2.33, 
SD = 0.79) all agree that institutions need to do more to address students’ readiness for online 
learning, while adjunct faculty (M = 2.80, SD = 0.82) perceive that institutions are providing the 
necessary support in this area. This finding signals a call for action in two areas.  First, because 
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institutional stakeholders agree this is an area of concern, institutions need to do more to address 
student readiness for online learning.  Second, institutions need to ensure that adjunct faculty are 
aware of the technology preparedness screening that is available, or not available, to students 
enrolled in online courses and programs.  Institutions should consider mandating pre-evaluation 
assessment tools to determine if students are ready for online learning.  Institutions should also 
assist students in developing their technology skills by providing resources like self-directed 
online orientations.  To assist adjunct faculty, institutions need to emphasize the importance of 
student readiness during training and orientation.  Institutions may also wish to develop 
institutional training tools specifically for adjuncts related to student online readiness.  
In the area of Institutional Commitment to Online Learning (ICOL), administrators (M = 
2.76, SD = 0.64), instructional technology staff (M = 2.66, SD = 0.85), and full time faculty (M = 
2.88, SD = 0.63), perceive a need for more institutional commitment to online education, while 
adjunct faculty (M = 3.17, SD = 0.59) perceive that institutions are sufficiently demonstrating 
their commitment to online education.  Differences in perceptions in this area signal that 
institutions need to gather information from these stakeholders in order to work towards 
consensus related to institutional commitment to online education.  A survey requesting 
information from these groups, followed by a meeting with representatives from each group 
might prove effective.  Additionally, institutions will want to include adjunct faculty in these 
discussions.  The adjunct faculty perspective would be interesting since this group perceives that 
institutions are demonstrating strong commitment to online learning. 
As it relates to Online Learning Evaluation and Assessment (OLEA), administrators (M = 
2.87, SD = 0.79), instructional technology staff (M = 2.69, SD = 0.80), and full time faculty (M = 
2.85, SD = 0.76) perceive that institutions need to do more to address online learning evaluation 
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and assessment while adjunct faculty (M = 3.18, SD = 0.61) perceive that institutions are 
providing appropriate support in this area.  Differences in perceptions in this area also signal that 
institutions need to gather information from these stakeholders to work towards consensus 
related to online learning evaluation and assessment.  Establishing an ad hoc committee 
comprised of representatives from these groups would be an effective way to gather information 
and work towards a shared goal I this area.  It will also be important to include adjunct faculty in 
these discussions as adjunct faculty perceive that institutions are providing appropriate support in 
this area. 
Limitations 
There are several limitations related to this study.  First, although 21 of the 28 Florida 
College System institutions were represented in the study, participation by institution varied. 
Several institutions had only 1 or 2 participants and the majority of participants came from 8 
institutions. As a result, an analysis of administrator and faculty perceptions of institutional 
support by institution could not be conducted.  Second, in the administrator and instructional 
technology staff groups there were only 25 participants each, as compared to 161 participants in 
the full-time faculty group and 92 in the adjunct faculty group; study results may have differed 
with a larger sample of administrators and instructional technology staff.  Finally, participants 
consisted of administrators, instructional technology staff, and faculty stakeholder groups; study 
results may have differed with the inclusion of an expanded stakeholder base.   
Recommendations for Future Research 
Findings from the literature review in Chapter Two indicated that there might be a lack of 
consensus between administrators and faculty regarding the institutional support needed for 
quality online education.  Results from this research study confirm that, in the areas of Student 
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Readiness for Online Learning (SROL), Institutional Commitment to Online Learning (ICOL), 
and Online Learning Evaluation and Assessment (OLEA), there are differences in perceptions 
between administrators, instructional technology staff, and adjunct faculty groups.  At the macro 
level, the administration and management of online programs continues to present challenges for 
institutions of higher education.  To identify possible solutions, further research of online 
education at the institutional level is needed.  Additional research might focus on student 
perceptions of institutional support for online education, administrator and faculty perceptions of 
institutional support for online education in the State University System (SUS), or a comparison 
of administrator and faculty perceptions of institutional support for online education in Florida’s 
College and State University Systems.  Based on findings from this study, additional research in 
Florida’s College System (FCS) in the areas of student readiness for online learning, institutional 
commitment to online learning, and online learning evaluation and assessment is also needed. 
Summary Chapter Five 
The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions of administrators and faculty to 
institutional support for online education in Florida’s College System.  This chapter interpreted 
the results of the data analysis, connected findings to theory, discussed implications for practice, 
addressed limitations of the study and detailed recommendations for future research. 
Administrators, instructional technology staff, full time faculty, and adjunct faculty agree 
that their institutions are providing the necessary institutional support for online education in the 
areas of Faculty Teaching and Technology Support (FTTS), Student Services and Technology 
Infrastructure (SSTI), and Online Learning Access and Administration (OLAA).  However, in 
the areas of Student Readiness for Online Learning (SROL), Institutional Commitment to Online 
Learning (ICOL), and Online Learning Evaluation and Assessment (OLEA) these institutional 
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stakeholders differ in their views regarding institutional support.  An interesting finding is that 
adjunct faculty perceive that institutions are providing the appropriate level of support for online 
education in all areas.  
Implications for practice include: institutions doing more to address student readiness for 
online learning, and gathering information via surveys and committees in order to seek 
consensus from stakeholder groups on issues related to institutional support of online education. 
Efforts to include adjunct faculty in these activities is strongly encouraged. 
Limitations related to this study include: the lack of participants from several institutions, 
and the inclusion of a limited stakeholder base.  Recommendations for further research include: 
additional research in Florida’s College System in the areas student readiness for online learning, 
institutional commitment to online learning, and online learning evaluation and assessment 
Conclusion 
In the most recent five-year reporting cycle (2009-2014), success rates of students 
enrolled in online courses in Florida’s College System (FCS), were one or two percentage points 
less than those of students enrolled in traditional courses (FLDOE, 2016).  With 30% of FCS 
students enrolled in distance learning courses (FLDOE, 2015), it is imperative that FCS 
institutions address issues that negatively impact student success in distance education.  As FCS 
institutions continue to grow their online programs to meet demand, a lack of support from, and 
consensus among administrator and faculty stakeholders could undermine institutional efforts to 
sustain growth and quality standards in these programs. Findings from this study indicate that to 
enhance the quality of online education, and positively impact online retention efforts, FCS 
institutions should endeavor to gain support and solicit consensus from administrator and faculty 
stakeholders regarding efforts to sustain and grow their online programs.    
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Appendix A 
Sample Email Requesting Administrators to Complete Survey 
 
 
 
 
To:  Sample Email Requesting Administrators to Complete Survey 
 
Subject:  Invitation to Participate in a Dissertation Study about Online Education  
  
 
Dear Administrator, 
  
My name is Gerene Thompson. I am an academic administrator at Polk State College in Lakeland, FL and 
a doctoral candidate at the University of South Florida. 
  
I am currently conducting research on Administrator and Faculty Perceptions of Institutional Support of 
Online Education at Florida's State and Community Colleges. As an administrator involved in online 
education, your views are important in helping me to better understand this issue. 
  
You and your instructional technology staff are cordially invited to participate in this research study; 
please share the link with your instructional technology staff. The survey should take approximately 10 to 
15 minutes to complete and your response is anonymous. 
  
If you and your instructional technology staff would like to participate in this study please complete the 
survey online at this link https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/OLISS_Test  
  
This research has been approved by USF IRB, Pro 00027136 
 
If you have questions about this survey please contact me at gthompso@mail.usf.edu, or Dr. William 
Young, my major professor, at williamyoung@usf.edu 
  
Thank you in advance for taking time to complete the survey 
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/OLISS_Test  
  
Best, 
-- 
Gerene M. Thompson, M.Ed. 
Doctoral Candidate 
University of South Florida 
Department of Adult, Career and Higher Education 
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Appendix B 
Sample Email Requesting Academic Vice Presidents to Share Survey Link with Faculty 
 
 
 
To:  Sample Email Requesting Faculty to Complete Survey 
 
Subject: Faculty Invitation to Participate in a Dissertation Study about Online Education  
 
 
Dear Administrative Leader, 
  
My name is Gerene Thompson. I am an academic administrator at Polk State College in Lakeland, FL and 
a doctoral candidate at the University of South Florida. 
  
I am currently conducting research on Administrator and Faculty Perceptions of Institutional Support for 
Online Education at Florida's State and Community Colleges.  
 
As an administrative leader who supervises faculty, I would appreciate your assistance in sharing this 
email with your faculty who teach online. Faculty participation in this study is important in helping me to 
better understand this issue. 
  
Faculty are cordially invited to participate in this research study. The survey should take approximately 
10 to 15 minutes to complete and responses are anonymous. 
  
If you would like to participate in this study please complete the survey online at this 
link https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/OLISS_Test  
  
This research has been approved by USF IRB, Pro 00027136 
 
 If you have questions about this survey or the study please contact me at gthompso@mail.usf.edu, or Dr. 
William Young, my major professor, at williamyoung@usf.edu 
  
Thank you in advance for sharing this survey https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/OLISS_Test with your 
faculty. 
 
Best, 
-- 
Gerene M. Thompson, M.Ed. 
Doctoral Candidate 
University of South Florida 
Department of Adult, Career and Higher Education 
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Appendix C 
Permission Email from Dr. Leo Hirner 
 
Updated Request from Doctoral Candidate - Gerene Thompson 
 Leo Hirner <ljhirner@gmail.com> Wed, Dec 16, 2015 at 9:58 AM 
To: Gerene Thompson <gthompso@mail.usf.edu> 
Gerene- 
 
You have my permissions to continue using my results in your revised research.  I would greatly appreciating 
an opportunity to review a summary of your work when ready.  Thank you for asking, and I am more than 
happy to grant you the right to use. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Leo Hirner 
--  
Leo J. Hirner 
ljhirner@gmail.com 
816-853-5367 
 
Updated Request from Doctoral Candidate - Gerene Thompson 
Gerene Thompson <gthompso@mail.usf.edu> Wed, Dec 16, 2015 at 8:51 AM 
To: "Leo.Hirner" <Leo.Hirner@mcckc.edu>, ljhirner@gmail.com 
Dear Dr. Hirner, 
 
My name is Gerene Thompson, and I am a Doctoral Candidate in the Higher Education PhD program at the 
University of South Florida in Tampa Florida. I also work full time as the Associate Dean of Academic Affairs 
at Polk State College in Lakeland, Florida. 
 
You previously granted permission for me to use your categories in my research study (see email below). I am 
close to the point of defending my proposal and wanted to secure an updated approval from you for my 
Institutional Review Board (IRB). 
 
Since my last email, my research topic has evolved and will now 1) examine the perceptions of online 
administrators and online faculty to institutional support of online programs at Florida's State Colleges, and 2) 
investigate if there are differences in perceptions between these groups.  
 
To that end, I am seeking your updated approval to use the 77 quality indicators you identified in your research 
in a survey instrument that I developed for use in my study. 
 
I would be happy to provide additional information about my research and can be contacted using the 
information below. 
 
I look forward to your positive reply. 
 
Best, 
--  
Gerene M. Thompson, M.Ed. 
Doctoral Candidate 
University of South Florida 
Department of Adult, Career and Higher Education 
Phone: (678)-516-8802 
Email: gthompso@mail.usf.edu 
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Appendix D 
Adaptation of Research Questions 
 
 Faculty Support 
Original Indicators  
 Faculty Support 
Adapted for Use in OLISS 
F1 The institution supports online faculty 
participation in professional development 
courses addressing online methodology. 
 The college encourages faculty to use best practices 
for online course development. 
F2 Faculty are provided training on a variety of 
software programs to enhance student 
learning, 
 Training provided to online faculty supports student 
learning outcomes. 
F3 Faculty training addresses the function of 
technologies available to the instructor, to the 
students, and addresses the need for 
contingency plans (for when the technology 
doesn’t work), 
 Training for faculty teaching online addresses the 
need for contingency plans when the technology 
does not work. 
F4 Faculty “advancement” criteria recognize 
online instruction and reward faculty for 
innovation and risk-taking, 
 Online instruction is recognized and encouraged as 
part of faculty advancement criteria. 
F5 The college recognizes work that faculty have 
done advancing their own degree (or other 
professional development activities) obtained 
through online programs. 
 The college supports online faculty in learning about 
online course design and instructional methodology. 
F6 The college demonstrates respect for faculty 
member’s academic freedom by allowing him 
or her to develop the course in a way that 
coincides with his or her teaching style. 
 The college demonstrates respect for faculty 
member’s academic freedom by allowing him/her to 
develop the online course in a way that coincides 
with his/her teaching style. 
F7 The college supports faculty in pilot projects 
investigating alternative scheduling, remote 
teaching, or other innovations. 
 The college supports faculty in pilot projects related 
to innovations in online teaching. 
F8 The college supports online faculty in the 
development of their online classes through a 
design department equipped with the 
hardware, software, and technical staff to 
assist with the incorporation of audio and 
visual content. 
 The college has adequate hardware, software, and 
technical staff to assist online faculty with the 
incorporation of audio and visual content in the 
development of their online courses. 
Moved from the Technical Support Category of Hirner’s Indicators to the  
Faculty Support Group in the OLISS 
 Technical Support  
Original Indicators  
 Faculty Support 
Adapted for Use in the OLISS 
T1 The institution provides online faculty with 
the technology needed to adequately 
develop and deliver their online courses 
 The college provides online faculty with the 
necessary technology to develop and deliver their 
online courses. 
T5 The college provides a technical support 
center with hardware, software and trained 
staff to provide technological support for all 
students, faculty and staff members. 
 The college’s technical support center has the 
hardware, software, and trained staff to provide 
technological support to all students, faculty, and 
staff members. 
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Moved from the Curriculum & Instruction Category of Hirner’s Indicators to the  
Faculty Support Group in the OLISS 
 Curriculum & Instruction  
Original Indicators  
 Faculty Support 
Adapted for Use in the OLISS 
C1 The community college supports the 
philosophy that faculty use each technology 
for what it does best in meeting the needs of 
the course or program, emphasizing 
effective teaching, and learning over 
technology. 
 The college supports the philosophy that faculty 
teaching online use technology to meet the learning 
outcomes of the course, emphasizing effective 
teaching and learning over technology. 
C2 The institution provides adequate online 
technical, design and pedagogical support 
for faculty in the development of their 
online courses. 
 The college provides adequate technical, design and 
pedagogical support for faculty in the development 
of their online courses. 
C3 The community college supports faculty 
with the assistance of instructional 
designers or through training that will help 
faculty to become instructional designers. 
 The college supports faculty with the assistance of 
instructional designers, or offers faculty the 
necessary training to fulfill the role of an 
instructional designer in the development of their 
online courses. 
C4 The community college supports new online 
faculty by providing instructional designers 
to assist with an instructor’s initial 
experience teaching online and help solve 
teaching difficulties. 
(deleted based on feedback from cognitive 
interview) 
 The college supports new online faculty by providing 
instructional designers to assist with a faculty 
member’s initial experience teaching online. 
(deleted based on feedback from cognitive interview) 
C5 The community college follows an 
application process and training procedures 
for all faculty pursuing online teaching. 
 The college requires training for all faculty pursuing 
online teaching for the first time. 
C6 New online courses are reviewed by the 
department or program to insure quality of 
subject matter and verify that it meets 
program outcomes. 
 The college has a process for reviewing existing 
online courses to insure the quality of the subject 
matter and verify the course meets program 
outcomes. 
C7 The college provides faculty sufficient time 
to develop an online course before it is 
delivered to students. 
 The college provides faculty release time to develop 
an online course before it is delivered to students. 
C8 The college provides online faculty training 
and support related to the legal rights and 
responsibilities of faculty and the institution 
(i.e. copyright and intellectual property 
rights, FERPA, ADA). 
 The college provides faculty teaching online with 
training and support related to the legal rights and 
responsibilities of faculty and the institution (i.e. 
copyright and intellectual property rights, FERPA, 
ADA). 
C9 The college encourages faculty involvement 
in peer-to-peer organizations and 
conferences where issues related to online 
instruction are discussed. 
 The college supports faculty participation in 
professional development activities (i.e. peer-to-peer 
organizations and conferences) where issues related 
to online instruction are discussed. 
C10 The college communicates a regular 
schedule of training courses focusing on the 
technical aspects of on-line courses for both 
faculty and students. 
 The college communicates to faculty and students 
the schedule of training courses focused on the 
technical aspects of online courses. 
C11 The college requires that online courses 
adhere to the same learning outcomes as 
traditional classes. 
 The college requires that online courses meet the 
same learning outcomes as traditional classes. 
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C12 The college has compiled a set of 
institutional best practices for online 
courses and encourages its use by new 
online faculty during course development. 
 The college has established institutionally supported 
best practices for online courses. 
C13 Faculty respond to online student inquiries 
and manage grading of assignments and 
testing in a timely fashion. 
 The college communicates expectations regarding 
faculty response time to online student inquiries and 
grading of assignments and tests. 
C14 The institution has a clear policy as to the 
ownership of its online courses 
 The college has a clear policy regarding the 
ownership of the content of its online courses. 
 Student Support 
Original Indicators  
 Student Support 
Adapted for Use in OLISS 
S1 The college provides enrollment 
procedures that are easy and accessible to 
online students. 
 The college enrollment procedures are easily 
accessible to online students. 
S2 Students are able to register and pay fees 
without having to visit the college. 
 The college’s registration and fee payment systems 
are easily accessible to online students. 
S3 Access to traditional on-ground services 
for on-line students, including library, 
career services, and opportunities for 
professional development and networking 
are provided to students, both online and 
on-ground. 
 Access to all student services such as advising, 
library, career services, and opportunities for 
professional development and networking are 
available to online students. 
S4 Potential students have access to training 
about the expectations, needed skills, 
guidelines, policies regarding testing, 
program requirements and prerequisites, 
and technical support available to students 
taking online classes. 
 The college provides prospective online students 
with the necessary information (expectations, needed 
skills, guidelines, policies regarding testing, program 
requirements, prerequisites, and technical support) to 
make an informed decision about enrolling in online 
courses or programs. 
S5 Online students have the opportunity to 
complete a technical skills screening prior 
to enrollment in online classes. 
 The college requires new online students to complete 
an online learning preparedness screening prior to 
enrollment in online classes. 
S6 An effective, self-directed online 
orientation is available for new students. 
 The college requires new online students to complete 
an online orientation prior to registering in online 
classes. 
S7 All pertinent information related to the 
college such as schedules, catalogue, 
policies and procedures, are available in a 
range of user-friendly formats on the 
college’s website. 
 Information related to the college’s online programs 
such as schedules, catalogues, policies and 
procedures are accessible via a range of technology 
platforms (Website, mobile apps, tablets, etc.) 
S9 The college provides students with 
multiple communication options 
(telephone, email, US mail, etc.) for 
obtaining assistance and contacting 
support services. 
 The college provides students with adequate 
communication options (telephone, email, US mail, 
etc.) for obtaining assistance and contacting support 
services. 
S11 Online testing accommodates the range of 
student Internet access from dial-up to 
high speed connectivity. 
 Online testing accommodates the range of student 
internet access platforms (high-speed, smart phones, 
tablets, etc.) 
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S12 The college provides on-site testing 
services or off-site proctored testing 
services to meet the needs of online 
students and faculty, 
 The college’s on-site testing services or off-site 
proctored testing services meet the needs of online 
students and faculty. 
S13 Campus lab and library personnel are 
familiar with distance learning applications 
and trained to offer assistance. 
 The college’s computer lab and library personnel are 
familiar with distance learning applications and are 
trained in best practices to serve distance learning 
students. 
S14 The college library provides electronic 
reserves in support of online programs and 
takes advantage of local and regional 
college partnerships to guarantee students 
the opportunity to access learning 
resources online. 
 Online students have full online access to the library 
electronic resources needed to support their online 
programs. 
Student Support 
Deleted Indicators 
S8 The college provides web-based 
information geared toward the needs of 
online and prospective online students, 
including expectations related to online 
courses, FAQs about the online program 
and common technical problems, 
explanations of online terminology, and 
easy-to-find information on support 
services and courses offered. 
S10 Student academic honor and service programs accept 
online and traditional coursework. 
S15 Student courseware is available and 
consistent from semester to semester. 
  
Items added to the Student Support Group 
in the OLISS 
 The college has the appropriate 
technologies to support students with 
disabilities in online learning. 
 The college has established effective policies and 
technologies to verify the identity of students taking 
online courses. 
Moved from the Technical Support Category of Hirner’s Indicators to the  
Student Support Group in the OLISS 
 Technical Support  
Original Indicators  
 Student Support 
Adapted for Use in OLISS 
T6 The institution provides appropriate levels 
of technical support via a range of 
technologies and over a broad range of 
times. 
 The college provides appropriate levels of technical 
support via a range of technologies over a broad 
range of times 
T8 The institution invests in a user-friendly 
course management system for the 
delivery of on-line coursework. 
 The college has identified and uses a learning 
management system that is available and consistent 
from semester to semester 
 
 
 
 
 
   
115 
 
Moved from the Evaluation and Assessment Category of Hirner’s Indicators to the 
Student Support Group in the OLISS 
 Student Support 
Original Indicator  
 Student Support 
Adapted for Use in OLISS 
E9 Online assessment and evaluation tools are 
password protected to insure the 
anonymity of respondents. 
 Online assessment and evaluation tools are password 
protected to insure anonymity of respondents. 
 Institutional Support 
Original Indicators  
 Institutional Commitment 
Adapted for Use in OLISS 
I1 The college’s online program is overseen 
by a professional manager with sufficient 
institutional authority to organize and 
support the academic and support services 
necessary for student success. 
 The college’s online program is overseen by an 
institutional leader with the authority to organize the 
academic and support services necessary for student 
success. 
I2 In all aspects of the distance education 
program, the college’s administration 
promotes the use of best practices for 
online programs and instruction published 
by regional and national organizations. 
 The college’s administration encourages the use of 
best practices for online instruction in all their 
distance education programs. 
I3 The online programs offered by the 
community college is consistent with the 
institution’s mission and needs of the 
community served. 
 The college’s online programs are consistent with the 
institution’s mission. 
I4 The community college is committed to 
supporting the scheduling of online 
courses that meet the degree requirements 
of all students currently enrolled in an 
online program. 
 The college is committed to supporting the 
scheduling of online courses that meet the degree 
requirements of all students currently enrolled in an 
online program. 
I5 The community college’s leadership 
acknowledges their commitment to the 
needs of online and on-campus students, 
programs and employees. 
 The college’s leadership acknowledges their 
commitment to the needs of online students. 
I6 The community college provides the 
financial resources necessary to support 
the technical infrastructure, training and 
support personnel, and full range of faculty 
and student support services required for 
online courses and programs. 
 The college provides the financial resources 
necessary to support the technical infrastructure, 
training and support services required for online 
courses and programs. 
I7 The colleges marketing plan includes 
promotion of online courses and programs 
 The college’s marketing plan includes promotion of 
online courses and programs. 
I9 The community college communicates 
recognition of the value and academic 
equivalence of online programs to all 
stakeholders. 
 Recognition of the value and academic equivalence 
of online programs to on campus options are 
communicated to all stakeholders. 
I11 The community college has obtained the 
necessary accreditation for online 
programs. 
  The college has obtained the necessary accreditation 
for online programs. 
I12 The online program staff actively works 
with student services to insure awareness 
of online student needs and program 
requirements. 
 The college’s organizational structure encourages 
student and academic services to work together in 
support of the needs of online students. 
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I13 The community college’s policies and 
procedures demonstrate consistency across 
all forms of instruction. 
 The college has established clear and consistent 
policies and procedures for online education. 
I14 The community college’s leadership 
demands that online programs meet the 
same programmatic requirements of on-
campus programs. 
 The college’s leadership demands that online 
programs meet the same programmatic requirements 
as on campus programs. 
I16 The college fosters collaboration across all 
institutional services that may impact 
instructional and learning success. 
 The college fosters collaboration across all 
institutional services that impact instructional and 
learning success in online education. 
I17 The tuition and fees of online courses and 
programs are comparable to those on 
campus. 
 The tuition and fees of online courses and programs 
are comparable to on campus options. 
Institutional Commitment 
Deleted Indicators 
I8 Marketing of online programs emphasizes 
the skills needed for student success and 
clearly articulates that the academic 
expectations and time commitments are 
consistent with traditional classroom 
instruction. 
(deleted based on feedback from cognitive 
interview) 
I10 Articulation agreements are pursued with area four-
year colleges to create seamless transfer 
opportunities for students in online programs. 
I15 The community college’s leadership 
openly defends the quality and equivalence 
of online courses and programs. 
(deleted based on feedback from cognitive 
interview) 
  
Moved from the Evaluation and Assessment Category of Hirner’s Indicators to the 
Institutional Commitment Group in the OLISS 
 Evaluation & Assessment 
Original Indicators 
 Institutional Commitment 
Adapted for Use in the OLISS 
E3 The college solicits input from online 
faculty regarding the range of services and 
policies supporting online learning. 
 The college solicits input from online faculty 
regarding the range of services and policies 
supporting online learning. 
E5 Faculty evaluation criteria are adjusted to 
account for online delivery, instructional 
methods, and practices. 
 Faculty evaluation criteria are adjusted to account for 
online delivery, instructional methods, and practices. 
E6 Faculty receive regular and objective 
feedback from students about their courses 
and instruction. 
 The college has a procedure in place for faculty to 
receive regular and objective feedback from students 
about their online course and instruction. 
E8 Classroom assessment includes projects 
and portfolio building assessments, not just 
multiple-choice tests. 
 Online course assignments include projects and 
portfolio building assessments not just multiple-
choice test. 
E10 Student learning outcomes in online 
courses are assessed and compared and 
compared with student outcomes achieved 
by other delivery methods. 
 Student learning outcomes in online courses are 
assessed and compared with student outcomes 
achieved by other delivery methods. 
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Moved from the Technical Support Category of Hirner’s Indicators to the  
Institutional Commitment Group in the OLISS 
 Technical Support  
Original Indicators 
 Institutional Commitment 
Adapted for Use in the OLISS 
T2 The institution provides integrated access 
to electronic resources in support of online 
education. 
 Integrated access to electronic resources is available 
in support of online education. 
T3 The institution provides sufficient network 
infrastructure (backbone, bandwidth, 
servers) necessary to deliver online 
classes. 
 The college has sufficient network infrastructure 
(bandwidth, servers) to deliver online courses. 
T4 The college has developed an 
infrastructure for the efficient archiving 
and restoring of courses from semester-to-
semester. 
 The college has an efficient method of archiving and 
restoring courses from semester to semester. 
T7 The college invests in and support 
information management systems (student 
information, course management, e-mail, 
etc.) that interface smoothly across the 
institution. 
 The college’s information management systems 
(student information, course management, e-mail, 
etc.) interface smoothly across the institution. 
T9 Planning for new technology resources for 
the college includes and integrates online 
program needs in the budget and execution 
cycles. 
 Technology resources needed to support online 
education are included in the budget and execution 
cycles. 
T10 The college promotes the use of 
standardized internet tools in the delivery 
of online courses. 
 The college promotes the use of standardized internet 
tools in the delivery of its online courses. 
Items added to the Institutional Commitment Group  
in the OLISS 
 The college views online learning as a 
strategic priority. 
 The college has processes in place to measure 
progress in meeting institutional online education 
goals. 
 The college has a process for reviewing 
new online courses to insure the quality of 
the subject matter and verify that the 
course meets program outcomes. 
 The college devotes sufficient resources to allow 
students to access distance learning programs on 
campus. 
(added based on feedback from cognitive interview) 
 The college actively encourages 
stakeholders in different departments 
across campus to collaborate in support of 
online student initiatives. 
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Appendix E 
Online Learning Institutional Support Survey (OLISS) 
 
 
   
119 
 
 
 
 
 
   
120 
 
 
 
  
   
121 
 
 
 
   
122 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   
123 
 
 
 
 
   
124 
 
 
   
125 
 
 
   
126 
 
   
127 
 
Appendix F 
Cognitive Interview Protocol 
 
Invitation Email Cognitive Interview 
 
 
From: Gerene Thompson  
Sent: Date 
To: Online Learning Administrator or Online Faculty Member 
Subject: Request for Interview Regarding Online Education Study from Doctoral Student 
 
 
Dear Online Learning Administrator or Online Faculty Member: 
 
My name is Gerene Thompson. I am an academic administrator at Polk State College in 
Lakeland, FL and a doctoral student at the University of South Florida. 
 
My work in higher education has directed my interest in exploring the perceptions of online 
administrators and online faculty to the organizational infrastructure needed to support quality 
online programs.  As an administrator or faculty of online learning, your views are important in 
helping me to better understand this issue. 
 
Would you be willing to meet with me to review an instrument I plan to use to gather 
information relevant to my study?  Ideally, I will need about an hour of your time. I am happy to 
make arrangements on my end to accommodate your schedule. If you are unable to meet with 
me, I would appreciate your referral to another online learning administrator or faculty member 
who I can contact with my request. 
   
If you are available to meet with me, please let me know the day, date and time that works with 
your schedule and the best number to reach you.  
 
If you have questions about my research or about me, please call me at (678)-516-8802. I 
appreciate your consideration of my request and look forward to your positive reply.  
 
Sincerely, 
--  
Gerene M. Thompson, M.Ed. 
Doctoral Candidate 
University of South Florida 
Department of Leadership, Counseling Adult, Career and Higher Education 
Phone: (678)-516-8802 
Email: gthompso@mail.usf.edu 
  
   
128 
 
Cognitive Interview Protocol 
 
Cognitive Interview Guidelines 
 
Introduction 
 
My name is Gerene Thompson. Thank you for taking time to meet with me. How are you today? 
 
Remind/confirm with interviewee about informed consent, privacy confidentiality 
 
In order to ensure that I am capturing your feedback accurately, may I take notes of our 
conversation? 
 
I want to begin by providing some context for your review of the instrument.  The instrument 
will be used to gather information about online administrator and faculty perceptions of quality 
indicators of online learning, specifically in the areas of faculty, student, and institutional 
support.  The three-part process for our interview is outlined below. 
 
Discussion of Original Survey Item 
Do you understand the question as it is currently worded? 
Probes 
Can you repeat the question in your own words? 
 
Results of Discussion  
Note comprehension concerns with survey items.  
 
Suggested Revisions 
Note suggested revision to survey items as indicated.  
 
Conclusion/Closing of Interview 
 
Thank you for speaking with me today. In the event I have follow up questions or need 
clarification on items, would you be open to me contacting you for a brief follow-up? 
Once again, thank you for speaking with me today. 
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Cognitive Interview Protocol 
 
Thank You Email 
 
 
 
From: Gerene Thompson  
Sent: Date 
To: Online Learning Administrator 
Subject: Thank You from Doctoral Student Gerene Thompson 
 
 
Dear Online Learning Administrator: 
 
Thank you for taking time out of your busy schedule to speak with me regarding my research. 
Your feedback was essential in helping me to refine my survey instrument in order to collect data 
related to stakeholders’ perceptions of quality indicators of online education. 
 
In the event I have follow up questions or need clarifications on items, I am hopeful that you will 
be open to me contacting you for a brief follow-up. 
 
If you think of additional information that would be helpful to my study, please feel free to call 
or email using the contact details in my signature.  
 
Once again thank you for your feedback and time. 
 
Sincerely, 
--  
Gerene M. Thompson, M.Ed. 
Doctoral Candidate 
University of South Florida 
Department of Leadership, Counseling Adult, Career and Higher Education 
Phone: (678)-516-8802 
Email: gthompso@mail.usf.edu 
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Appendix G 
Permission to Reproduce OLC Five Pillars Framework 
 
(Chat with OLC Representative Gail Sullivan) 
 
 
 
Chat started on 11 Feb 2015, 05:38 PM (GMT+0) 
 
(05:38:23) *** Gerene joined the chat *** 
(05:38:23) Gerene: Hello I am a doctoral candidate at the University of South 
Florida and need to speak with someone about obtaining permission to 
use the 5 Pillars OLC Framework table in my dissertation. Who can I 
speak with about this? 
(05:39:31) Customer Service: We apologize for keeping you waiting. Our operators 
are busy at the moment, please leave us a message with your email 
address and we'll get back to you shortly. 
(05:40:09) Gerene: Hello I am a doctoral candidate at the University of South 
Florida and need to speak with someone about obtaining permission to 
use the 5 Pillars OLC Framework table in my dissertation. Who can I 
speak with about this? gthompso@mail.usf.edu 
(05:49:19) *** Gail Sullivan joined the chat *** 
(05:50:00) Gail Sullivan: Hi Gerene, 
(06:06:07) Gerene: Hello 
(06:06:39) Gail Sullivan: Sorry, the phone rang while I was typing. 
(06:07:01) Gail Sullivan: You may use the 5 Pillars in your dissertation so long as 
you cite the source. 
(06:08:50) Gerene: I know my major professor was concerned because I actually 
want to replicate the table and discuss it. In the past I have seen this done 
as cited with permission so I just wanted to be clear on the process and 
perhaps get a confirmation in writing from someone to ensure I am doing 
it correctly. 
(06:09:20) Gail Sullivan: I appreciate that you asked. 
(06:10:00) Gerene: So to be clear I can replicate the table and simply cite the 
source? 
(06:10:05) Gail Sullivan: Yes 
 
 
  
NAME Gerene 
EMAIL gthompso@mail.usf.edu  
PHONE — 
LOCATION Winter Haven, United States 
URL http://onlinelearningconsortium.org/read/survey-reports/ 
DEPARTMENT Customer Services 
SERVED BY Gail Sullivan 
RATING Good 
COMMENT I got the information I needed and Gayle was very helpful! 
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Appendix H 
Completion Report Human Research Training  
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Appendix I 
University of South Florida Institutional Review Board Approval Letter
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Appendix J 
College of Central Florida Institutional Review Board Approval Letter 
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Appendix K 
Daytona State College Institutional Review Board Approval Letter 
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Appendix L 
Eastern Florida State College Institutional Review Board Approval Letter 
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Appendix M 
Pasco Hernando State College Institutional Review Board Approval Letter 
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Appendix N 
South Florida State College Institutional Review Board Approval Email 
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Appendix O 
Missing Data Summary for Items in the OLISS Survey 
 
Items  Frequency 
 Please indicate your role 
(4 No Response) 
 
N 
Missing 
Don’t 
Know 
 Missing 
No 
Response 
 
Total 
Missing 
 
SD 
 
D 
 
A 
 
SA 
1. The college provides adequate technical, 
design and pedagogical support for faculty in 
the development of their online course(s) 
Administrators  22 0 3 3 2 2 12 6 
Instructional Technology Staff 20 1 4 5 0 1 15 4 
Full Time Faculty 125 1 5 6 1 17 64 43 
Adjunct Faculty 81 5 6 11 1 9 40 31 
Total 248 7 18 25 4 29 131 84 
2. The college has adequate hardware, 
software, and technical staff to assist faculty 
teaching online with the incorporation of audio 
and visual content in the development of their 
online course(s) 
Administrators 21 1 3 4 1 3 8 9 
Instructional Technology Staff 20 1 4 5 1 2 12 5 
Full Time Faculty 125 1 5 6 2 20 57 46 
Adjunct Faculty 79 7 6 13 1 7 46 25 
Total 245 10 18 28 5 32 123 85 
3. The college supports faculty teaching online 
with the assistance of instructional designers, 
or offers faculty the necessary training to fulfill 
the role of an instructional designer in the 
development of their online course(s) 
Administrators 21 0 4 4 1 4 9 7 
Instructional Technology Staff 20 1 4 5 0 4 10 6 
Full Time Faculty 124 2 5 7 4 15 57 48 
Adjunct Faculty 80 6 6 12 0 17 36 27 
Total 245 9 19 28 5 40 112 88 
4. The college's technical support center has the 
hardware, software and trained staff to provide 
technological support to all students, faculty 
and staff 
Administrators 22 0 3 3 1 6 10 5 
Instructional Technology Staff 20 1 4 5 1 4 11 4 
Full Time Faculty 125 1 5 6 2 18 60 45 
Adjunct Faculty 76 10 6 16 0 3 42 31 
Total 243 12 18 30 4 31 123 85 
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Items  Frequency 
 Please indicate your role 
(4 No Response) 
 
N 
Missing 
Don’t 
Know 
Missing 
No 
Response 
 
Total 
Missing 
 
SD 
 
D 
 
A 
 
SA 
5. The college provides faculty teaching online 
with the necessary technology to develop and 
deliver their online course 
Administrators 22 0 3 3 1 1 10 10 
Instructional Technology Staff 20 1 4 5 0 1 13 6 
Full Time Faculty 126 0 5 5 5 11 66 44 
Adjunct Faculty 77 8 7 15 3 4 37 33 
Total 245 9 19 28 9 17 126 93 
6. Online instruction that meets or exceeds 
institutional standards is recognized and 
encouraged as part of faculty advancement 
criteria 
Administrators 21 1 3 4 3 12 2 4 
Instructional Technology Staff 18 3 4 7 0 8 5 5 
Full Time Faculty 115 9 7 16 16 29 40 30 
Adjunct Faculty 62 24 6 30 4 11 24 23 
Total 216 37 20 57 23 60 71 62 
7. Faculty teaching online are evaluated based 
upon online delivery, instructional methods and 
practice. 
Administrators 21 1 3 4 8 5 5 3 
Instructional Technology Staff 16 5 4 9 1 10 3 2 
Full Time Faculty 104 21 6 27 14 27 47 16 
Adjunct Faculty 59 27 6 32 0 5 31 23 
Total 200 54 19 73 23 47 86 44 
8. The college has a procedure in place for 
faculty to receive regular and objective feedback 
from students about their online courses(s) and 
instruction 
Administrators 21 1 3 4 1 3 8 9 
Instructional Technology Staff 18 2 5 7 1 5 8 4 
Full Time Faculty 117 8 6 14 6 15 59 37 
Adjunct Faculty 79 7 6 13 1 4 45 29 
Total 235 18 20 38 8 24 112 70 
9. The college provides prospective online 
students with the necessary information 
(expectations, needed skills, program 
requirements, etc.) to make an informed 
decision about enrolling in online courses or 
programs 
Administrators 21 1 3 4 2 4 13 2 
Instructional Technology Staff 18 2 5 7 0 7 10 1 
Full Time Faculty 111 12 8 20 9 34 53 15 
Adjunct Faculty 59 24 9 33 3 15 28 13 
Total 209 39 25 64 14 60 104 31 
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Items  Frequency 
 Please indicate your role 
(4 No Response) 
 
N 
Missing 
Don’t 
Know 
Missing 
No 
Response 
 
Total 
Missing 
 
SD 
 
D 
 
A 
 
SA 
10. The college requires online students to 
successfully complete an online learning 
preparedness screening prior to enrollment in 
online courses 
Administrators 22 0 3 3 4 11 5 2 
Instructional Technology Staff 20 0 5 5 5 11 3 1 
Full Time Faculty 97 26 8 34 29 44 15 9 
Adjunct Faculty 50 33 9 42 4 16 19 11 
Total 189 59 25 84 42 82 42 23 
11. The college requires new online students to 
complete an orientation to online learning prior 
to registering in online courses 
Administrators 22 0 3 3 6 10 4 2 
Instructional Technology Staff 19 1 5 6 5 10 3 1 
Full Time Faculty 96 27 8 35 22 41 18 15 
Adjunct Faculty 49 33 10 43 5 14 14 6 
Total 186 61 26 87 38 75 39 34 
12. Information related to the college’s online 
programs, such as schedules, catalogs, policies 
and procedures, are accessible via a range of 
technology platforms (website, mobile apps, 
tablets, etc.) 
Administrators 20 1 4 5 0 2 15 3 
Instructional Technology Staff 18 2 5 7 2 0 13 3 
Full Time Faculty 107 16 8 24 3 8 60 36 
Adjunct Faculty 65 18 9 27 0 2 44 19 
Total 210 37 26 63 5 12 132 61 
13. The college provides students with 
adequate communication options for obtaining 
assistance and contacting support services 
Administrators 22 0 3 3 0 2 13 7 
Instructional Technology Staff 19 1 5 6 1 5 9 4 
Full Time Faculty 116 6 9 15 3 16 69 28 
Adjunct Faculty 70 13 9 22 1 6 40 23 
Total 227 20 26 46 5 29 131 62 
14. The college's on-site testing services or off-
site proctored testing services meet the needs of 
students taking courses online and faculty 
teaching online courses 
Administrators 20 2 3 5 0 3 10 7 
Instructional Technology Staff 19 1 5 6 1 2 13 3 
Full Time Faculty 105 17 9 26 10 14 53 28 
Adjunct Faculty 64 18 10 28 2 6 27 29 
Total 208 38 27 65 13 25 103 67 
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Items  Frequency 
 Please indicate your role 
(4 No Response) 
 
N 
Missing 
Don’t 
Know 
Missing 
No 
Response 
 
Total 
Missing 
 
SD 
 
D 
 
A 
 
SA 
15. The college’s computer lab and library 
personnel are familiar with distance learning 
applications and are trained in best practices to 
serve distance learning students 
Administrators 21 1 3 4 0 3 13 5 
Instructional Technology Staff 18 2 5 7 1 8 7 2 
Full Time Faculty 101 21 9 35 1 7 31 18 
Adjunct Faculty 57 26 9 30 2 17 50 32 
Total 197 50 26 76 4 35 101 57 
16. The college's enrollment procedures are 
easily accessible to online students 
Administrators  20 2 3 5 2 1 10 7 
Instructional Technology Staff 18 2 5 7 1 3 11 3 
Full Time Faculty 100 22 9 31 6 5 55 34 
Adjunct Faculty 65 17 10 27 0 2 38 25 
Total 203 43 27 70 9 11 114 69 
17. The college's registration and fee payment 
systems are easily accessible to online students 
Administrators 20 2 3 5 1 1 10 8 
Instructional Technology Staff 19 1 5 6 0 3 12 4 
Full Time Faculty 91 30 10 40 3 4 54 30 
Adjunct Faculty 62 21 9 30 0 4 32 26 
Total 192 54 27 81 4 12 108 68 
18. Access to all student services such as 
advising library, career services, professional 
development and networking opportunities are 
available to online students 
Administrators 21 0 4 4 0 4 11 6 
Instructional Technology Staff 17 3 5 8 1 5 7 4 
Full Time Faculty 97 25 9 34 1 15 50 31 
Adjunct Faculty 59 23 10 33 2 9 27 21 
Total 194 51 28 79 4 33 95 62 
19. Online students have full and easy online 
access to the library electronic resources 
needed to support their online programs 
Administrators 20 1 4 5 0 1 12 7 
Instructional Technology Staff 20 0 5 5 1 0 11 8 
Full Time Faculty 111 11 9 20 0 5 53 53 
Adjunct Faculty 71 11 10 21 0 8 36 27 
Total 222 23 28 51 1 14 112 95 
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Items  Frequency 
 Please indicate your role 
(4 No Response) 
 
N 
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Don’t 
Know 
Missing 
No 
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SD 
 
D 
 
A 
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20. Access to the college’s online course 
technical support is available via a range of 
technologies and aligned to meet the schedules of 
students taking online courses and faculty 
teaching them 
Administrators 21 0 4 4 2 7 10 2 
Instructional Technology Staff 19 1 5 6 2 4 6 7 
Full Time Faculty 96 22 13 35 2 21 49 24 
Adjunct Faculty 69 13 10 23 0 11 40 18 
Total 205 36 32 68 6 43 105 51 
21. The college’s learning management system 
is reliable and available consistently from 
semester to semester 
Administrators 21 0 4 4 0 0 8 13 
Instructional Technology Staff 20 0 5 5 0 0 9 11 
Full Time Faculty 118 4 9 13 1 9 66 42 
Adjunct Faculty 73 9 10 19 1 7 38 27 
Total 232 13 28 41 2 16 121 93 
22. The college has the appropriate 
technologies to support students with 
disabilities in online learning 
Administrators 18 3 4 7 1 5 10 2 
Instructional Technology Staff 19 1 5 6 0 7 9 3 
Full Time Faculty 86 36 9 45 1 15 52 18 
Adjunct Faculty 55 26 11 37 2 7 30 16 
Total 178 66 29 95 4 34 101 39 
23. The college has established effective 
policies and technologies to verify the identity 
of students taking online courses 
Administrators 18 2 5 7 0 7 8 3 
Instructional Technology Staff 18 2 5 7 2 7 6 3 
Full Time Faculty 92 29 10 39 17 32 29 14 
Adjunct Faculty 52 30 10 40 2 9 26 15 
Total 180 63 30 93 21 55 69 35 
24. Access to online course and testing 
accommodates the range of student internet 
access platforms (high-speed, smart phones, 
tablets, etc.) 
Administrators 20 1 4 5 2 3 13 2 
Instructional Technology Staff 20 0 5 5 0 6 11 3 
Full Time Faculty 94 28 9 37 3 21 47 23 
Adjunct Faculty 63 19 10 29 0 6 40 17 
Total 197 48 28 76 5 36 111 45 
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Items  Frequency 
 Please indicate your role 
(4 No Response) 
 
N 
Missing 
Don’t 
Know 
Missing 
No 
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Missing 
 
SD 
 
D 
 
A 
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25. Student online assessment and evaluation 
tools are password protected to insure the 
anonymity of respondents 
Administrators 20 1 4 5 0 0 9 11 
Instructional Technology Staff 15 4 6 10 0 1 8 6 
Full Time Faculty 94 28 9 37 5 6 44 39 
Adjunct Faculty 61 21 10 31 0 5 33 23 
Total 190 54 29 83 5 12 94 79 
26. Online education is consistent with the 
institution's mission 
Administrators 20 1 4 5 0 1 12 7 
Instructional Technology Staff 17 1 7 8 1 0 13 3 
Full Time Faculty 116 4 11 15 1 10 56 49 
Adjunct Faculty 76 5 11 16 2 4 35 35 
Total 229 11 33 44 4 15 116 94 
27. The college views online learning as a 
strategic priority 
Administrators 20 1 4 5 1 7 4 8 
Instructional Technology Staff 18 1 6 7 2 3 9 4 
Full Time Faculty 107 13 11 24 5 18 48 36 
Adjunct Faculty 70 10 12 22 2 5 42 21 
Total 215 25 33 58 10 33 103 69 
28. The college's online program is overseen by 
an institutional leader with the authority to 
organize the academic and support services 
necessary for student success 
Administrators 18 2 5 7 2 0 9 7 
Instructional Technology Staff 18 0 7 7 6 3 3 6 
Full Time Faculty 109 11 11 22 14 17 44 34 
Adjunct Faculty 65 15 12 27 0 6 30 29 
Total 210 28 35 63 22 26 86 76 
29. The college's administration encourages the 
use of best practices for online instruction in all 
their distance education courses/programs 
Administrators 21 0 4 4 0 3 13 5 
Instructional Technology Staff 18 0 7 7 2 4 8 4 
Full Time Faculty 114 6 11 17 6 14 54 40 
Adjunct Faculty 71 10 11 21 0 7 34 30 
Total 224 16 33 49 8 28 109 79 
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(4 No Response) 
 
N 
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Don’t 
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No 
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SD 
 
D 
 
A 
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30. The college is committed to supporting the 
scheduling of online courses that meet the 
degree requirements of all students currently 
enrolled in an online program 
Administrators 21 0 4 4 0 3 12 6 
Instructional Technology Staff 17 2 6 8 0 4 9 4 
Full Time Faculty 110 10 11 21 5 8 63 34 
Adjunct Faculty 67 14 11 25 0 6 36 25 
Total 215 26 32 58 5 21 120 69 
31. The college's leadership acknowledges their 
commitment to the needs of online students 
Administrators 21 0 4 4 1 4 12 4 
Instructional Technology Staff 18 1 6 7 2 4 8 4 
Full Time Faculty 109 11 11 22 6 14 56 33 
Adjunct Faculty 67 14 11 25 0 7 33 27 
Total 215 26 32 58 9 29 109 68 
32. The college communicates recognition of 
the value and academic equivalence of online 
programs to on campus programs to all 
stakeholders 
Administrators 21 0 4 4 0 10 7 4 
Instructional Technology Staff 17 1 7 8 2 5 7 3 
Full Time Faculty 103 17 11 28 8 19 51 25 
Adjunct Faculty 67 14 11 25 3 7 38 19 
Total 208 32 33 65 13 41 103 51 
33. The college has obtained the necessary 
regional and programmatic accreditation for its 
online programs 
Administrators 19 2 4 6 0 0 8 11 
Instructional Technology Staff 17 1 7 8 0 1 11 5 
Full Time Faculty 82 38 11 49 2 0 46 34 
Adjunct Faculty 59 22 11 33 0 2 35 22 
Total 177 63 33 96 2 3 100 72 
34. The college's organizational structure 
encourages student and academic services to 
work together in support of the needs of online 
students 
Administrators 19 2 4 6 1 4 7 7 
Instructional Technology Staff 18 1 6 7 2 8 4 4 
Full Time Faculty 101 19 11 30 8 20 53 20 
Adjunct Faculty 61 20 11 31 3 6 34 18 
Total 199 42 32 74 14 38 98 49 
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N 
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Know 
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No 
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SD 
 
D 
 
A 
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35. The college's administration actively 
encourages stakeholders in different 
departments across the college to collaborate in 
support of online education 
Administrators 20 1 4 5 3 4 7 6 
Instructional Technology Staff 16 3 6 9 2 6 4 4 
Full Time Faculty 107 13 11 24 11 29 46 21 
Adjunct Faculty 59 22 11 33 3 8 27 21 
Total 202 39 32 71 19 47 84 52 
36. The college has established clear and 
consistent policies and procedures for online 
education 
Administrators 20 1 4 5 1 2 11 6 
Instructional Technology Staff 17 1 7 8 1 7 5 4 
Full Time Faculty 113 7 11 18 8 24 64 17 
Adjunct Faculty 70 11 11 22 0 9 41 20 
Total 220 20 33 53 10 42 121 47 
37. The college's leadership demands that 
online programs meet the same programmatic 
requirements as on campus programs 
Administrators 21 0 4 4 0 0 13 8 
Instructional Technology Staff 18 1 6 7 1 3 10 4 
Full Time Faculty 113 7 11 18 5 18 61 29 
Adjunct Faculty 66 14 12 26 0 3 38 25 
Total 218 22 33 55 6 24 122 66 
38. The college's marketing plan includes 
promotion of online courses and programs 
Administrators 17 4 4 8 2 7 5 3 
Instructional Technology Staff 17 2 6 8 5 3 6 3 
Full Time Faculty 91 28 12 40 4 19 49 19 
Adjunct Faculty 61 20 11 31 1 6 36 18 
Total 186 54 33 87 12 35 96 43 
39. The promotion of online programs clearly 
articulates the skills, academic expectations and 
time commitment needed to be successful in 
online courses 
Administrators 20 1 4 5 2 8 9 1 
Instructional Technology Staff 17 2 6 8 3 5 6 3 
Full Time Faculty 94 26 11 37 13 40 30 11 
Adjunct Faculty 63 18 11 29 2 12 31 18 
Total 194 47 32 79 20 65 76 33 
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No 
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SD 
 
D 
 
A 
 
SA 
40. The college provides the financial resources 
necessary to support the technical infrastructure, 
training, and support services required for 
online courses and programs 
Administrators  20 1 4 5 2 4 8 6 
Instructional Technology Staff 19 0 6 5 3 9 2 5 
Full Time Faculty 99 20 12 32 9 23 41 26 
Adjunct Faculty 59 22 11 33 3 7 30 19 
Total 197 43 33 75 17 43 81 56 
41. The tuition and fees of online courses and 
programs are comparable to on campus options 
Administrators 20 0 5 5 0 1 11 8 
Instructional Technology Staff 19 0 6 6 0 2 12 5 
Full Time Faculty 101 19 11 30 2 6 48 45 
Adjunct Faculty 62 19 11 30 1 2 39 20 
Total 202 38 33 71 3 11 110 78 
42. The college has a process for reviewing new 
online courses to insure the quality of the 
subject matter and verify that the course meets 
program outcomes 
Administrators 19 1 5 6 1 4 8 6 
Instructional Technology Staff 19 0 6 6 3 5 8 3 
Full Time Faculty 105 14 12 26 11 23 47 24 
Adjunct Faculty 54 27 11 38 1 6 33 14 
Total 197 42 34 76 16 38 96 47 
43. The college has a process for reviewing 
existing online courses to ensure the continued 
quality of the course content 
Administrators 19 1 5 6 2 8 4 5 
Instructional Technology Staff 16 2 7 9 4 6 5 1 
Full Time Faculty 105 15 11 26 13 27 42 23 
Adjunct Faculty 59 22 11 33 1 9 32 17 
Total 199 40 34 74 20 50 83 46 
44. The college requires that online courses 
meet the same learning outcomes as traditional 
classes 
Administrators 20 0 5 5 0 0 9 11 
Instructional Technology Staff 18 1 6 7 0 1 12 5 
Full Time Faculty 112 8 11 19 3 11 57 41 
Adjunct Faculty 72 9 11 20 1 5 38 28 
Total 222 18 33 51 4 17 116 85 
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45. The college has established institutionally 
supported best practices for online courses 
Administrators 19 1 5 6 1 6 6 6 
Instructional Technology Staff 18 1 6 7 2 3 8 5 
Full Time Faculty 112 8 11 19 4 24 51 33 
Adjunct Faculty 66 15 11 26 0 6 35 25 
Total 215 25 33 58 7 39 100 69 
46. Student learning outcomes in online courses 
are assessed and compared with student 
outcomes achieved by other delivery methods 
Administrators 19 1 5 6 1 4 6 8 
Instructional Technology Staff 17 2 6 8 1 2 10 4 
Full Time Faculty 101 19 11 30 9 17 52 23 
Adjunct Faculty 55 26 11 37 2 4 33 16 
Total 192 48 33 81 13 27 101 51 
47. The college solicits input from online 
faculty regarding the range of services and 
policies supporting online learning 
Administrators 18 2 5 7 0 5 9 4 
Instructional Technology Staff 15 4 6 10 2 2 9 2 
Full Time Faculty 107 12 12 24 18 22 48 19 
Adjunct Faculty 61 20 11 31 1 12 34 14 
Total 201 38 34 72 21 41 100 39 
48. The college has processes in place to 
measure progress in meeting institutional online 
education goals 
Administrators 18 2 5 7 1 6 6 5 
Instructional Technology Staff 15 4 6 10 3 4 6 2 
Full Time Faculty 86 34 11 45 5 16 42 23 
Adjunct Faculty 51 30 11 41 2 2 30 17 
Total 170 70 33  103 11 28 84 47 
49. The college has sufficient network 
infrastructure (bandwidth, servers) to deliver 
online courses 
Administrators 20 0 5 5 1 1 10 8 
Instructional Technology Staff 19 0 6 6 2 0 10 7 
Full Time Faculty 110 10 11 21 6 19 52 33 
Adjunct Faculty 67 14 11 25 1 5 42 19 
Total 216 24 33 57 10 25 114 67 
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50. The college has an efficient method of 
archiving and restoring courses from semester to 
semester 
Administrators 17 3 5 8 0 0 8 9 
Instructional Technology Staff 19 0 6 6 1 1 10 7 
Full Time Faculty 102 16 13 29 3 9 52 38 
Adjunct Faculty 63 17 12 29 0 6 32 25 
Total 201 36 36 72 4 16 102 7 
51. The college's information management 
systems (student information, course 
management, e-mail, etc.) interface smoothly 
across the institution 
Administrators 19 1 5 6 2 1 12 4 
Instructional Technology Staff 19 0 6 6 4 2 9 4 
Full Time Faculty 111 9 11 20 9 17 52 33 
Adjunct Faculty 67 14 11 25 2 5 39 21 
Total 216 24 33 57 17 25 112 62 
52. Integrated access (single sign-on) to the 
college's information management systems is 
available in support of online education 
Administrators 18 2 5 7 0 3 4 11 
Instructional Technology Staff 19 0 6 6 5 3 6 5 
Full Time Faculty 108 12 11 23 8 15 57 28 
Adjunct Faculty 68 13 11 24 2 4 42 20 
Total 213 27 33 60 15 25 109 64 
53. Technology resources needed to support 
online education are included in the college's 
budget and execution cycles 
Administrators 17 3 5 8 1 3 5 8 
Instructional Technology Staff 14 4 7 11 0 3 8 3 
Full Time Faculty 76 43 12 55 1 1 56 18 
Adjunct Faculty 47 33 12 45 0 3 28 16 
Total 154 83 36 119 2 10 97 45 
54. The college encourages the use of 
standardized internet tools in the delivery of its 
online courses 
Administrators 18 2 5 7 0 1 11 6 
Instructional Technology Staff 19 0 6 6 1 4 9 5 
Full Time Faculty 106 14 11 25 1 18 64 23 
Adjunct Faculty 66 15 11 26 1 2 41 22 
Total 209 31 33 64 3 25 125 56 
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55. The college provides sufficient on-campus 
resources (computer labs, wi-fi) to allow 
students to access distance learning courses 
Administrators 20 0 5 5 1 3 10 6 
Instructional Technology Staff 19 0 6 6 1 0 13 5 
Full Time Faculty 115 4 12 16 6 14 60 35 
Adjunct Faculty 71 10 11 21 1 3 39 28 
Total 225 14 34 48 9 20 122 74 
     
